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Ititroduftoty Letten 



Rev. Sir, 

XrOUR letters. Part* II. addrefled to tlia 
Jews, would have been anfwered by 
me long before this, but for the reafons 
which I fhall mention hereafter : for not- 
withftanding your ftudied negleft of me^ 
by addrefling your letters to the Jewifli 
nation^ when they ought in ftridt propriety 
to have been addrefTed to me, (as through- 
out the whole, you animadvert on the 
proofs that I have advanced in anfwer to 
your letters :) and by which, you leem to 
intimate, that it is beneath your dignity to 
contend with (o ignorant and uncandid a 
perfon* But notwithftanding all this, and 
B the 
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the thfCAtcntngs from monies" (jttatftct ^^ I 
am not to be deterred, from what I diink 
is my duty t for haring once put my hand 
to the plough, I fcom to ihrink from the 
tafk; efpecially as it id my earneft wiih 
that afdbjedt of fuch iofptfrtance, itnay l>e 
fully inveftigated. I therefore am happy 
to find, that you have done me the honor 
to animadvert oh my letters *to you, in an- 
fwer to thofe you addrefled to our nation : 
no matter as to the manner, although fb 
contraiy to my expiration. For I VMs 
in* hopes that tny reply to jltmr'firft letters, 
iKrOiild have 'led you to have purfoed ti» 
argtliitent- in a friendly and candid manner, 
accoriding to ^e method propo^ by me, 
(page 91, and 95,) and which would ibon 
]uve brought the diicuffion tt> its proper 
termination. 

Thus mudh I thought proper ix> pfe- 
mife, dhat you might not Impute my bng 
filence, to any doubt I edtertained^^ «ii- 

* Anti-Socinnt, alias Anfelm. Bayly» has in his re« 
marks on my firft lettcn, threattfted >t iutfrn akJlftyllH^ 
gua Saczft^ to fhcis, if 1 i^un dftf to* toolch thaTnlttte, 
wordj or darafter of Jefus, wikfa profiuie lips» &c* 

« fwering 



< 3 ) 

fwering your letters; but the true caufe 
hpf this delay* is as follows. Firft, the im- 
portant work of Lingua Sacra, which 
is juft completed, occupicid all my time; 
having beett ol?liged to fit at my delk, lix- 
^n hours out of the four-aiid- twenty 
daily, as I informed you at the firft inter- 
yiew that you was pleafed to honor me 
with*; fo that you may eafily perceive, 
I had bat little time to fpare for any other 
performance. 

Secoad, the confternation into which the 
j^reateft part of our nation were thrown on 
4l>e appearance of my reply to your firft 
letters : at the fame time highly blaming 
my temerity, in thus entering into a con- 
P&& that might coft them dear : for having 
^long felt the iron hand of pcrfeaution, for 
le moft frivolous and groundjefs accufa- 
ionS| they confequently dreaded the moft 
'diftant attempt at what might by male- 
^irolent perfons be conftrued an attack upon 
le eilabliOied religion, as this hath all* 
ly^ been ftudioufly avoided by us-f*. 

* See alfo my Addrefs at the end of Lingoa Sacra* 
f^ 1lc$ my £rll letters, page ^, and note. 

B z This 
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This being the cafe, no wonder that 
they were greatly alarmed at my attempt, 
and naturally feared the confequencc. 
And, although I took great pains to re- 
move their apprehenfion, by reprefcnting 
to them the real ftatc of the cafe, and 
affurin^ them that we had nothing to 
fear, as Chriilians were more enlightened, 
and had intirely abandoned perfecution. 
Nay, even Chriftians themfelves court the 
inquiry, as they obferve that Ghriftianity can 
well bear it\ and therefore urge us to the 
combat, and which was exaftly the cafe 
with me in this inftance : for | did not 
begin the cgntroyerfy, but had only ftated 
the reafon§ why we could not accept youf 
pfFers to forfake Judaifm, and embrace 
what ypu arc pleafed to call Ghriftianity, 
confequently, I ftood on the defenfive 
only. Yet, notwithftanding all this, and 
much more to the purpofe, I was not able 
to calm their fears, or reconcile them to 
the attempt, I then judged it moft prudent 
tp leave their cure to time, (which perfefts 
all things,) and that they might in fhe 
^terim f?p, ^haj; rieceptipn jny ppr^r? 

manc^ 
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jnance met witli from Chriftians h 
neral : and I am happy to have it in my 
power to declare, that Chriftians of all 
denominations feem to approve of the at- 
tempt, and with for a thorough difcuffioa 
of the fubjeft* This is the unanimous 
language of all the Chriftians that I have 
converfed with, as well as thofe who have 
written to me on the fubjed, both public 
and private* : and which hath fo far had 
its effed:, that although they do not coun- 
tenance me, yet they attempt not to hin- 
der me, 

Third, the ftrift attention I pay to the 
rules you have thought proper to prefer ibe 
to your antagonifts in controverfy, whereia 
you require the real name of your oppo- 
nentf- ; and which, give me leave to tell 
you Sir, was the reafon that I put my 
name to my firft letters, although contrary 
to my original intention* And therefore, 
as you have been pleafed to obferve, (page 
52 of your letters. Part II.) ** I hav^ 



* Except Anti-Socinus, alias Anfelm Bayly, John 
JIadlcy Swain^ and Mr* Cumberland. 

t Fref. to DI%. oa Matter and Spirit^ page ig, 

^* made 
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'/ now? ^ Mihk youffc|v^ ; ^ r»d^ 

f« better fi^siMtwAc^ %# ;145 ijs» Ijeeskf 
ff mpci yftH ^yp pajffgjvf ^%nM^ij^ 

that fome fnoi« able, pen migh^ t?^ 1^ 
the fyk^i )^y^ ff^T-4i^^gffi jl^ii^ not 
tUugI»t pffope? «<> fWy W', ^ep^« n 

df|pi£!e of oiv pfioSfpJli^ ^<rf fiff^ere^ 
W ^/^i" €<i9idi0ti ^s|« mi«e w«^, I ^f« 
^jkin-Aepp^i lorwi^, |q f nt^ imiQ a idCT 

co04v^#r wfi^ ^ l^m* a«4 ^1 yft«* ai 
» {^ofoj^, mujft fe« fcafifeK 15 the uir 
QfVQi^ that t^m c«J (i«; for of hwa |«i 
whom but little is given, but little is re- 
etuired: lor I did not fd mucH afpire to 
fame in this coptrpycrfy, as to giv^ 9. j\iit 

idea 
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idei of the Jewifh faiths and th6 tcaJbtiH 
for our perfeverance therein, notwithibnd^ 
ing all our fufiferings: firmly rdjringcm 
the promifes of God to redeem us, when 
we have fully repented of all our fins* The 
foregoing reafi>ns have been the caule of 
retarding the prefent publication; but 
which, I hope, will not be the cafe in our 
future correfpondence. 

lam. Sir, 
With all due refped, 
Yourmoftobedknt humble Servant, 

DAVID LEVL 

Lmdon, 0£l. i^tb 1788. 
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LETTER r. 

T^he divinity of Chri/i and his pre-exijlcnt Jlate, 
proved to be taught in the Gojpels', and con- 

' fequently^ ^whoever docs not believe the fame is 
not intitkd to the appellation of a Chrijiian. 
Hence alfo the charges exhibited by Dr. Prieji^ 
ley agdinji Mr. Levi^ of his want of candour, 
ignorance of the New Tcjlament^ (^c. are 
/hewn not to be well founded. 



Dear Sir, 

IN your firfl. Letter to the Jews, (Part II.) you 
arepleafed to charge me with ignorance of pro- 
fane literature and want of candour ^ thefe are your 
Words, (page i,) "I fhould have been more happy 
•**if he (Mr. Levi you mean) had been better 
*' acquainted with profane literature as it is com- 
" monly, though improperly called, and if he had 
" fhewn a little mor« candour." And page 3, 
you obfefve, ^Mt is neceflary alfo to the proper 
" difcuffion of the evidences of Chriftianity, that 
<' the Jews ftiould be well acquainted with the 
** New Tcftamcnt, which Mr. Levi is not," 

• B Thefc 
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Thefe charges had they been well founded, 
would have been of great weight, and have proved 
me to be utterly unfit for the ta(k that I have un- 
dertaken ; more efpecially the laft : for I am clearly 
of opinion, that no one ought to enter into a dif- 
cuffion of the evidences of Chriftianity, that is not 
well acquainted with the New Teftament: though 
I cannot perceive the necefllty of fo great an ac- 
quaintance with profane literature* : for I am fully 
pcrfuaded that Scripture, is the bell interpreter of 
Scripture. I fhall, however, confider all your 
charges feparately. And firfl: of my want of can- 
dour. 

You obferve (page 2,) in fupport of your 
charge, that I afTerted, page 9, of my anfwer 
to your firft letters, that you are not intiried 
to the appellation of a Chriftian, " This is 
a heavy charge, and which as a lover of truth, 
I 'am bound to recall as hafty and ^11 founded ; 
or defend it as juft. The latter, is what I 
choofe, though had you been candid enough 
to have quoted men intire, it would have faved 
me great part of the trouble: for I aflerted 
(page 8,) that you obferved, (firft Letters ip 
the Jews, page 41,) that the miraculous con- 

* I mean between Jews and Chriftians : but as to the dif- 
putes, among Chriftians themfelves, concerning the UNITY 
and TRINITY ; and when they firfl began to pay divin# 
honours to Jefus ; to pray to him> &c. &c. it may perhaps be 
of fome fervice> in order to (hew the great learning, and abi* 
lities of the different writers. 

ccption 



Dr. P R r E S T L E Y. ii 

ception of Jefus does not appear to you to be 
fufficiently authenticated, and that the original 
Gofpel of St. Matthew did not contain it. And 
that you " do not believe in the miraculous con- 
ception of Jefus 5 and that you are of opinion 
that ^he was the legitimate fon of Jofeph*." 
I then proceeded to obferve, (page 9,) " After 
fuch aflertions as thefe, how you can be intitled 
to the appellation of a Chriftian in the ftrift ienfc 
of the word, is to me really incQmprehenfible.*' 

This, Sir, is what I aflerted, and for which 
I truft, I have fufficient authority ; for your 
dodtrine is fo oppofite to what I always under- 
ftood to be true Chriftianity, as taught in the 
Gofpels, (to the hiftory of which you refer us,) 
that I think it is almoft impoffible for the perfon 
that embraces it, to be denominated a Chriftian. 
For in the firft place, the Gofpel of St. Matthew 
and St. Luke, as at prefent received by Chriftians 
of all denominations, aflert the miraculous con- 
ception of Jefus, and confequently his pre-exiftcnt 
Hate : this, according to your dodrine is falfe ; 
as you firmly deny both the miraculous conception 
of Chrift, and his pre-exiftent date : and therefore 
with one llroke of your pen, pronounce the two 
firft chapters of the prefent editions of Matthew ' 
to be fpurious. And, as to Luke, you oblerve;, 
(Letters to the Jews, Part IL page 10.) " I have 
" fliewn that it abounds with the moft manifeft 
" improbabilities." Now Sir, what can a Jew 
• Firft Letters to the Jews, page 41, 

B 2 or 
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or an Infidel do more, to overturn the authenticity 
of the Gofpel ? for if one p^rt of it is fpurious, alici 
mother improbable", and that in the molt effcntial 
part of Chriftianity. I fty the moft effential part, 
for if Cbrift's divinity is falfe, and he did not 
come to fufFer for the redemption of mankind^ 
as" Chriftians hold, (whether that redemplion'^was 
neceflary, is not now before us,) he came for no- 
thing. For according to your opinion, he did not 
come to abrogate the Mofaical difpenfation, nof 
did he come to reclaim our nation from any par- 
ticular fin, as idolatry, &c. Or denounce venr 
geance' againft them in cafe of difobediencc, as 
we find the other prophets did. And therefore;^ 
if the rtiofl: eflential part of the Gofpel is fpurious 
pr improbable, where are we to draw the line? 
Or who at this difliance of time can pronounce 
pne part of the Gofpel to be more authentic thaq 
another ? the Jew will in confequence reject the 
whole. 

And thus I am confident, Chriftians- In general 
would argue againft the Mofaical difpenfation, if 
^he Jews \^ere to cavil about its authenticity, by 
pronouncing one part of it authentic, and another 
not. And, here I muft take the liberty to remind 
you of the error, which ypu have fallen into, and 
confequently tlie fallacy of the argument, you 
have from thence drawn. For you obferve, (page 
43 o( your firft letters,) " As you acknowledge 
*^ any man to be a believer in the religion of 
?' Mofes^ who admits his divine mjirion> notliing 

ff is 
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^^ is rcquifite to denominate any perfon a Ghrif- 
f^ tian, but his believing the divine miffion of 
<' Chriftj" and to the fame purport, do you ex- 
prefs yourfelf in your fecond Letters, page 8. 

As you here evidently inculcate, that the fimply 
believing the divine miffion of Mofes, or Chrift, 
is what conftitues Judaifm, or Chriftianity, I muft: 
take the liberty to inform you, that if you have 
no better authority for the latter, than you have 
for the former, it muft appear clear to every im- 
partial perfon that, by the fteps you have taken 
to prove the fpurioufnefs of part of the Gofpel, 
which teaches the divine miffion of Chrift, you 
have forfeited all claim to the appellation of a 
Chriftian : i. e. a true believer in the religion of 
Chrift. This, you will fay, is harfli language, 
but the love of truth obliges me to deal fincerely 
with you. And therefore, I hope, you will not 
conftrue this expreffion as proceeding from dif- 
refpeft, but on the contrary, from a fmcci'e regard 
for your future happinefs, by leading you into the 
path of truth, of which, I am confident, you enter- 
tain the greateft regard. I muft therefore tell 
you plainly, that we are fo far from acknowleding 
any man to be a believer of the religion of Mofes, 
who (only) admits his divine * miffion, that on 

the 

♦ For arc not Chriftians in general believerj of the divi.ic 
inifiion of Mofe9> and yet, theyr are not believers of his re- 
ligion ; any more dian the Mahometans are of that, or 
phrifliaiuty ^ although they aJlow both Mofes and Jefus to 

have 
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the contrary, if a Jew once calls in qucftion the 
authenticity of any part of the Pentateuch, by 
obferving, that one part is authentic, i. e. was 
delivered by God to Mofes, and that another part 
.-is not authentic, i. e. was not fo delivered to him, 
but he derived it from fome other fource, as Pam- 
philus, (which I think is your fignature) hath 
thought proper to aflert, (Theological Repofit. 
vol. iv. page 27, &c.) he is no longer accounted 
^ Jew, i. e. a true beliverj but is called "^310, yf 
denier: i.e. one that denies the word of God. 
And is alfo included in the following fentence. 
Numb. XV. 31. nrn "n -^nn ^3 Becaufe he hath 
dejpifed the word of the Lord. For every Jew is 
obliged according to the eighth article of our 
creed, to believe, that the whole law or five books, 
emphatically called the rnin, is from God; i. c. 
was delivered by him to Mofes : and that there 
is no diftinftion (in point of authenticity) between 
the paffage, OniK?-') It?n3 Dn ^.3ni Jnd the children of 
Ham were Cujh and Mijraim^ Gen. x. 6. And 
^rh^^ '»n ^±^ I am the Lord thy God. Exod. xx. 2, 
Which is the firft of the ten comtnandments. All 
are equally alike the word of God, and was de- 
livered by him to Mofes. 

have been prophets, and of courfe admit their divine miffion. 
Confequently, it is not fimply believing the divine miffion of 
MofeSy that conilitutes any man a believer of his religion, 
but a thorough convidion that the ^wh^U of the Pentateuch is 
«f divine authority, as I (halt prer«ntly (hew* 

This 
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This, Sir, is what every Jew is obliged to be- 
lieve. See Maimonides in rtTlAI ^TlD'' ni^Sn The 
conftttutions of the fundamentals of the law. And 
Gemara, Chelek, fol. 98. 

Hence you may clearly perceive, what the una- 
nimous opinion of our nation is, concerning the 
word of God; and that as foon as a Jew begins ta. 
trifle with it, by calling in queftion the authenticity 
of any part thereof, he is no longer confidered as 
a Jew in the drift fenfe of the word: and in like 
manner, I am clear, |:hat whoever'calls in queftion 
the authenticity ofany part of the New Teftament, 
cannot with propriety be called a Chriftian in the 
ftrift fenfe of the word. And it is but juft, that it 
Ihould be fo ; as the real intention of either in mak- 
ing their objeftions is, to deftroy the authenticity of 
the whole, (although they may not openly avow it) 
for if any part is' but once proved to be fpurious, 
a door will be opened for another, and another 
without end. Hence, if you have any authority to 
choofe for yourfelf, what part of the New Tefta- 
ment you will believe and receive as authentic, 
and what not, I can fee no reafon, why another 
perlbn may not do the fame, and fo on adinfimtump 
till the whole is pronounced to be fpurious. And 
therefore, if once the partition wall is thrown down^^ 
who Ihall be able to draw the line, and fay, fo far 
thou fhalt go and no farther? The Chriftian 
in fuch cafe, would be led to diftDelieve the law : 
th* Jew rejcft the Goipel; and the deift both. 

Second, 
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Secoiid, according to your doftrine, Jefus wai 
the legitimate fon of Jofeph and Mary: but this I 
apprehend is contrary to the Gofpclj fo that either 
you or the Gofpel muft fpeak falfe. For I think 
I can clearly prove, that the Gofpels teach the di- 
^ vinity of Chrift: hear Sir what they fay. ^ For 

■Mr " * • ' 

■ '^ theFatherjudgeth no man: but hath committed 

" all judgment unto the Son: that all men fhoulct 
•^ honor the Sony even as they honor the Father,** 
&c. John V. 22> 23. " And if ye (hall fee the 
*^ Son of man afcend up where he was before?'* 
ibid. vi. 61," " No man taketh it from me, but 
*' I lay it down myfelf. I have power to lay it 
•* down, and I have power to take it again." ibid* 
X. 18. "I and my Father are one." ibid. 30* 
" He that hath ktn me, hath feen the Father." 
ibid. xiv. 9. " Believe me that I am in the Fa- 
•* ther, and the Father in me." ibid. 1 1 . " With 
" the glory which I had with thee before the 
" world was." ibid. xvii. 5. *' For he knew 
^ what was in man." ibid. ii. 25. Nay, do not 
the Gofpels call Jefus God ? " God with ur*" 
Matt. i. 15. " To feed the church of God, 
** which he hath purchafed with his own blood." 
Afts XX. 28. See alfo Romans, xiv. 10, 11. 
Again, is not Chrift exalted above the angels, 
Heb. i. 6. And called God? " But unto the 
'* Son he faith, thy throne O God, is for ever and 
" ever." ibid. 8. He is alfo called the true 
God. " And we know that the Son of God is 
come," &c. " This is the true God, and eternal 

life." 
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^life/' i John V; 20; See alfo Titus ii. 10. 13. 
• &c. &c.' And the following arc applied to Jefii^, 
•as expreffiveofhis divinity; becaufe they ftrongly 
allude to charaders applicable to the Suprenne 
Being only, as John xii. 41* alludes to Ifaiah vi» 5. 
Rev. i. 8, 1 1 j 17. and ii* 8. to Ifa. xli. 4* xliii. 11. 
and xiiv. €• John xxiw 16, 17* and Rev. ii. 23. 
to I Kingi viii. 39* Pf. vii. 9. Jer. xi. 20. and 
xvii. 20. Rev. xxii. la. to Ifa. xl. 10. 

Thefe ekpreffions, give me leave to tell you 
Sir, evidently inculcate the doftrine of the di- 
vinity of Jefusj and his pre-exiftent ftate, in the 
hioft clear and explicit manfteri Hence it is 
manifeft, that your do6trine cannot be that of 
Chriftianity, nor the profeflbrs thereof intided 
to the appellation of Chriftians in the ftrid fenfe 
of the word t this I fubnnit to the judgment of 
aU candid and impartial perfons. 

Thus much I Was obliged to fay in vindication 
of my charafter againft your charge of my want 
of candour,, as it fully juftifies the expreOion I 
made ufe of in my anlWer to yotir firft letters y 
and which naturally arofe from the fubjeft in "iiif- 
cuflion. For as you invited the Jews to embrace 
what you called Chriftianity, for the truth of 
which you referred us to the Gofpel, and at the 
fame time afferted the fpurioufnefs of part of tlie 
faid Gofpel, 1 confequently had a juft right to 
examine a doftrine that appeared fo inconfifteht : 
the refult of which was, that it appeared to me to 
differ fo wicjely from th^ Ghriftianity taught in 

C the 
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the Gofpels, that I found it utterly impoffiblc to 
reconcile the one with the other: and in con- 
fequence thereof, pronounced that, the profeffor 
of that doftrine could not be intitled to the ap- 
pellation of a Chriftian, 

This Sir, is the want of unanimity among 
Chriftians, that I complain of*i for if according 

to 

* And what is. flill a greater proof of the want of unani- 
mity among Chriftians, is, their charging each other with 
heing guilty of impiety. This, I perceive, by your own words; 
for in your letters to D^r. Horfley, in anfwer to his animad- 
verfions on the hiftory of the corruptionfs of Chriftianity, you 
obferve, (page 103,) ** You here fpeak of the impiety of the 
** Unitarians. Before you repeat any expreflions of this kind, 
" I beg you would paufe a little, and confider how fuch laa« 
*' guage might be retorted upon yourfelf. If it be impiety 
' '* to reduce a God to the ftate of a man, is it not equally /m- 
** pious to raife any man to a ftate of equality with God, that 
'« God who has declared that he will not give his glor^to 
'** another, who has no equal, and who in this refpedt ftiles 
«* himfeif a jealous God ? This you fay refpefts the gods of 
^' the heathens. But what were the heathen gods, but either 
*' the fun, moon, and ftars, or dead men, all creatures of 
** God, and deriving their power from him? And if Chrift 
*' be not God, he muft be a creature of God too ; for there 
** can be no medium between creature and creator." 

The truth and propriety of your reafoning, is fufficiently 
confpicuous, and I muft freely acknowledge that, the force of 
it malde fo great an impreflion on my mind at the time of read- 
ing it, that I was firmly perfuaded that, this mutual upbraid- 
ing, and want of candour, muft for ever remain an infupera- 
ble bar to the Jews, (although they had no other objedion) 
and eftedlually prevent the reception of Chriftianity among 
them* For let them embrace which fide they will» fiill will 
thc^ be accounted ijnpious by the other. And 
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to yoyr hypothefis Jefus was only a mere man, 
and did not abrogate the law of MoIeSj but came 
only as a prophet^ though at the lame time he 
did not admonifh our nation to return to God, 
and repent of their fins, otherwife punifhment 
would follow, ^s was the cafe with the odier pro- 
C 2 phets : 

And, this reems alfo to be the opinion of a certain writer* 
(who appears to be of your fedt, and whofe writings you have 
not thought unworthy a place in your excellent Repolitory) for 
the decay of Chriltianity ; for he has put the following words 
into the mouth of orue of bis charadcrsf . *' But exclufivc of 
** thiii, JDay we not fay, that there are fo many ffcming 
*f contradi^lions, and a multiplicity of obfcure paflages in it, 
** that it looks as if it could not be in its prefcnt condition, a 
'^ rule of faith: and that Chriilians differ fo much about the 
" meaning of the texts of their Bible> that reafon knows not 
f* what to fay to a religion fo varioufly reprefenied* It is 
•* not only the two great camps, pafijf VLg^XniX prat efl ant, and 
•' frottjiani again ll /^/z/?, who make the religion as different 
f * as black and white ; that the reformed mi jfton at Malabar tell 
,' • the huiiam they mufl not hearken to the Je/tdts if they ex- 
f* ped falvatipn ; and the Monks at Coromamitl declare, on the 
'* contrary, to thofe Indians ^ that they will be damned to 
" eternity, if they are converted to what the Damfh miniiters 
*• call Chfiilianity : which made the famous Bramin Padnm^ 
•* naha fay, that it was impofTiblc for him to become a Chrif- 
** lian* till the learned ChrilBan priells had agreed among 
*' themfclve* wliat Chriflianity was ; for he had not erudition 
'• and judgment enough to decide in the intricate controverfy ; 
•• but, exclufive of this, protcftants are fo divided among 
** thcmfelvcs, even the church of England ^gwk^ the church 
*' of Enghmd^^DiJinUn again ft Dijifiten^&nd give fuch 



• John Buiiclc. 
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phcts ; I cannot perceive for what purpofe ha 
came, or had a divine miffion*i or what you 

would 

*' different accopnts of the revealed fyftem, that it require^ 
** more underftanding> and ftridl, ferious enquiry, than the 
«* generality of people have, or can fpare, to be able to de- 
** termine in what party of the celebrated critics and expofi- 
'* tors true religion is to be found ; and where the pontroverfy 
** is fo dark and various, and the authorized profe^ors can- 
«* not agree an^ong themfelveS| what can a man of plain un- 
♦' derftanding fay to it.'* Examples without number might 
be produced in fupport of my ppfition; but I forbear cit- 
ing any more to avoid prolixity. And now Sir, give me leave 
to a(k you, whether yon look upon the Jews to be fpch idiots^ 
or fo infatuated, as to give up, notwithflanding your falvo, 
which is a mere fallacy, as I fhall prefently (hew, the religion 
given by God himfclf in the rnoft folemn manner, the like of 
which was never heard, (Deut. iv. 34. and v. 23.) for fuch 
manifeil contradictions ? If you do, I can aiTure you, you 
will find yourfelf greatly miftaken : for they are fplly con- 
vinced, that the Gofpels teach that doSirine, the manifeft abfur- 
dity and impiety of which, you yourfelf acknowledge, mufl 
prevent the reception pf Chriftianity, among thofe that are not 
Chriftians. (Letters to Hprfley page 109.) This dodlrine they 
never can receive, confiftent with their idea of the true unity 
of God, but which mull neverthelefs be embraced by Chrif- 
tians if the Gofpels be true : for till you can clearly and fatis- 
fa6tery prove the fpurioufnefs of a l l thofe parts of the Gof- 
pels which teach that do^ine, they muft remain in their full 
force, notwith (landing any thing that you can fay to the con- 
trary. But, when you have once proved that, why then, there 
u an end of Chriftianity, and confequently of all difputes be* 
twean Jews and Chriftians about it. 

♦ Perhaps, ypii or fome others may tell me that he came tq 
teach the reiurredion ; but to this I anfwer, th^t the dodlrine 
of the refurreOion of the foul witli the faqie body^ was well 

known 
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would have us embrace when we become what 

you call Chriftians, In your firft letters to the 

Jews (page 54) you obferve, " There is no oc- 

f^ cafion for you Jews to connedt yourfelves, 

^« with any clafs of Chriftians, ' On the contrary, 

^* fince you are ftill to be diftinguilhed as Jews^ 

*' no lefs than as Chriftiansy it will be more con- 

" venient for you to form a feparate church, and 

^« to keep your Sabbath as you now do." But 

dear Sir, why the Sabbath only ? are not all the 

precepts of the Mofaical difpenfation, held by U3 

to be equally binding ? Of this I think you ought 

to be fully fenfible. But fuch a church as you 

have here defcribed, I think never was heard of^ 

as I verily believe it is neither Jew, nor Chriftian, 

^d for which I am really at a lofs to find a proper 

name i however, this is what you call Chriftianity. 

Now on the other hand, the Gofpel teaches the 

divinity of Chrift, his pre-exiftent ftate, and di- 

yine miflion as already fhewn; and alfo his power 

to abrogate the ceremonial law. See Ephef. ii. 15. 

a Cor. ii. 7, 11. A6ts xiii.^ 39. and xv. 10, ii, 

Rom. vii. 6. Gal. iii. 24, 25. and iv. 3. to 8. Heb. 

viii. 7. &c. &c. Nay, fo far do the Gofpels teach" 

the divinity of Chrift, that it informs us, that it 

was on account of Chrift's arrogating to himfclf 

that 

known to and tapght by the Jew$ for almoU a thoufand years 
before Chrift wa? upon earths as I have clearly proved againft 
the opinions of Pr. Prideaux, (See Levi's Ceremonies of the 
Jews, page 261) it confequently, cannot be faid that he came 
for that exprefs parpofe. 
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that divinity, (and which our anccftors, according 
ta their opinion of the ftrift unity of God, called 
blafphemy) that he fuffered : for no other crime do 
I find alleged againft him : though you have af- 
ferted the contrary in your letters to Dr. Horfley.* 
For you there obferve, (page 56) " That the 
" .high prieft cxpreffed his horror, by rending his 
•* cloaths on account of Jefus avowing himfelf to 
" be the Meffiah." And in confequcnce of this, 
you proceed to aflc the Dodor (ibid.) '^ What 
•^ would he (the high prieft) have dprie if he had 
" heard, or fufpefted, that he had made higher 
*^ pretenfions ? And if he had made them, they; 
" muft have tran,fpired/' In anfwer to this, I 
muft tell you, (and which you ought to have 
known without fuch information) that he did 
make higher pretenfions, and that they did tranr 
fpire, fo as to come to the ears of the high prieft : 
and in confequence thcreof> he put the following, 
queftion to Jefus in the moft folemn manner^ as 
recorded in Matt. xxvi. 62. " And the high prieft 
•^ aniWered and faid unto him, I adjure thee by the 
^'living God, that thou tell us whether thou be the 
" Chrift theSon of God/' Here you may plainly 
perceive, that the high prieft did not aflc him if he 
was the Mefliah, but whether he was the Son of God^ 
as he had heard that he had laid claim to 5 and the 
anfwer which he returned, having confirmed the 
fufpicion of the High Prieft, he rent his cloaths:. 
becaule, he deemed fuch pretenfion to be blaf- 

" phemyj 
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pherny, as he obferved verfe 65, but which could 
not h^ve been the cafe, had he only laid claim to 
the title of Meffiah. For that would not have 
been blafphemy; nor would the high pricft have 
rent his cloaths, any more than Jeremiah did at the 
falfe prophecy of Hananiah, although in flat con- 
tradiftion to that which he was ordered by God 
to anounce. And, notwithftanding that Jeremiah 
pronounced his death as a falfe prophet, and 
which adlually took place in the fame year that 
the tranfaftion happened ; y-et, did not Jeremiah 
rend his cloaths, becaufe it was not blafphemy : 
although Hananiah pretended to prophecy in 
the name of God, when he was not commanded 
Hence it is raanifeft, that no other crime was 
alleged againft him, as I have obferved. And 
which is farther confirmed, by the following paf- 
fage, John xix. 7. " The Jews anfwered him, 
** we have a law, and by our law he ought to die, 
** becaufe he hath made himfelf the Son of God." 
They do not fay, becauie he claimed the title of 
Meffiah, no-: but becaufe he laid claim to a far 
more exalted title, viz. the Son of God. 

But above all Sir, can any church be called 
Chriftian, or the members thereof be called Chrif- 
tians, unlefs they receive baptifm, by being bap- 
tHed unto Chrift? the eflential part of which, is 
to be baptifed in the name of the Father^ and of 
the Son, and the Holy Ghoft *. 

• Miniftry of baptifm. 

Now, 
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Now, thefe things, viz. the divinity of ChriiJi 
his pre-exiflerice, and power to abrogate the ecrc-s 
monial part of the law, as alio the miraculous con- 
ception, are all taught in the Golpcls : . and the 
cerenaony juft mentioned, points out the elTential 
qualification of a Chriftian j confequently^ he that 
does not believe the doftrine of die Trinity, can-^ 
not be a Chriftian if the Gofpels be true. Neither 
can we become Chriftians unlefs we receive bap- 
tifm; and which, according to the form of the 
church, muft be in the name of the ihree per/ons : 
but which is incompatiable with our idea of the 
true unity of God : and as you obfcrve*, is draw- 
ing us to the worlhip of another God befides that 
of our fathers. 

This Sir, is what I farther thought neceffary to 
urge in vindication of my charafter, in anfwer to 
the charge of want of candour, which you have been 
pleafed to exhibit againft me; and which I. hope> 
will alfo convince you, that I am not fo ignorant 
of the New Teftament, as you would feem ta 
infinuate: for I was fully acquainted with the 
paflages which you quote, page 5, and 6* In the 
feleftion of which, I think you have been rather 
a little* unfortunate: fur they do not prove "that 
Jefus, as a mere prophety prophefied in the name 
of God, but on the contrary announce him as the 
Son of God : for the terms Father and Son, are 
alternately made ufe of: and which as Chriftians 

• Letters, Part. 11. page 54. 

aflert. 
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altert, is to point out the divinity of Chrift, 4ii3 
his relation to the Father. For this, t think, thfe^ 
have fome authority : efpeeiafly, as Jeflis appeaVs 
fo willing to let the Jews into the fecrct of his 
miraculous birth, and confequently of his beifig 
the fon of God. Do but attend to his own Words, 
Matth. xxii. 41. " While the Pharifees were 
^' gathered together, Jefus alked them, faying, 
*' What think; ye of Chrjft? whofe fon is he? 
'^* they fay unto hinn, the fon of David. He faith 
^^ unto them, how then doth David m fpirit (oif 
** prophecy I fuppofe) call him Lord, frying, Th6 
^* Lord faid unto my Lord, fit thou, on my right 
^ hand ti|l I make thine enemies thy fbotftool ? 
*' If D^vid there call him Lord, how is he his 
^* (on? And no man was able to anfwer him a 
** word," &c. 

In plainer language than this, it was almoft im- 
poffible for him to exprefs himfelf, in order, as I 
foncerve, to imprefs them with the idea, that the 
Chrift was not to be the real defcendant of David 
in the ordinary courfe of nature; viz. by the co- 
pulation of a man and woman, as the Jews then 
generally believed, but in a miraculous manner.: 
|ind that fo far from being confidei:ed as the /on 
of David, he took care to inform them that he 
was his Lord. 

Now, if Jefus looked upon himfelf to be the 

Chrift fbretofd or prophefied ofj why then, I 

think, he told them in as plain terms, as it was 

poffible for tongue to exprefs, (according to his 

D manner) 
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numner) thai be was not the Jon of mam and Knot 
the fon of man, why then, he niuft be the fon of 
God. For by denying to be the fon of David as 
they expefted the Mefliah to be, it is manifeft, 
that he laid claim to a more exalted defcent, and 
which 1 think, it is plain could not be human» 
What degree of credit you may give to the paf- 
fage J or whether you may not be pleafed to pro- 
nounce it Jpuriouh or improbable^ is not my bufi- 
neis to inquire. . In the Gofpel it is, and till you 
can clearly and fatisfaftorily prove that it is not 
genuine i it muft ftare you and every other So- 
cinian and Unitarian in the face, and plainly fliew 
that, you and they do not underftand the language 
of your and their Lord and Matter Jefus. 

This being the cafe, I am not a little furprifed, 
how a perfon of your profound knowledge in 
Scripture, could adduce thofe prophecies, as proofs 
^f Chrift's prophefying in the name of God. And 
I here challenge you, or any other perfon, to pro- 
duce an inftance of the like language in .any other 
prophet. Nay, I freely aflert, that the uniform 
language o( alt the prophets, is the dircft contrary, 
ts no one of them prefumed to call himfelf the 
fon of God : but all delivered their prophecies 
in one conftant unvaried mode of expreffion, viz. 
And the Lordjpakey or Jaid unto Mofes, Jojhua^ &c, 
Or> 3^«J Jaith the Lord of hojls. Hear the word 
$f the Lord* '^e harid of the Lord wc^ upon m$^ 
&C. &c. 

AncJ 
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And I am confident, that you cannot produce 
an inftance of any prophet prophefying in the 
name of God, afting as Jefus did^ to prove his 
authority: do but attend to his own words. "And 
'f when he was come into the temple, the chief 
*' priefts and the elders of the people came unto 
" htm as he was teaching, and iaid. By what 
** authority doeft thou thefe things ? and who 
** gave thee this authority ? And Jefus anfwered, 
^* and faid unto them, I alfo will aflc you one 
** thing, which if ye tell me, I likewife will tell 
" you by what authority I do thefe things. The 
" baptilm of John, whence was it ? from heaven 
<' or of men ? And they reafoned with them- 
*' felves^ faying, If we ihall fay from heaven ; he 
*^ will fay unto us^ Why did ye not then believe 
** him ? But if we fhall fay of men j we fear the 
" people : for all hold John as a prophet. And 
** they anfwered Jefus, and faid, we cannot telK 
" And he faid unto them, neither tell I you 
^ by what authority I do thefe things.'* Matth, 
xxu 23, &c. Mark xi, 27, &c, and Luke xx, l, 
&c. I forbear making any remarks on this pro- 
ceeding of Jefus to fo fair and candid a queftion, 
(and which, if as fairly and candidly anfwered, 
might have aftually led to the converGon of thofa 
to whom be was Jent^ in tbefirfl inftance^) as I have 
only adduced it as a collateral proof, that his 
language was the dired contrary to that erf" all 
the other prophets. 

D z Hence 
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** ChrifHan commentators and critics hare found 
" great difficulties in this fubjcft* But it 
•* appears to me, that they have arifen chiefly 
" from the neceffity they imagined themfelvcs 
** to be under of applying -more prophecies 
*' to Jefus Chri(l> than, in my opinion, belong 
" to him, and elpecially from not dittinguifhii^ 
** the characters of the bumble fr$pbet from 
•* thofe of the temporal prince, but applying in 
** a fpiritual fcnfc to the former, what was 
" intended in a literal fenfe for the latter: in 
** which they have too clofcly followed the 
" writers of the New Teftament." This afler- 
tion, which feems to be the ground of your 
argument, does not afFefl: the Jews in the leaft, 
but feems to be aimed intirely againft the 
Chriftians, and the authority of the New Tcf- 
tament, the uniform language of which, is highly 
defcriptive of the exalted charaftcr of the 
Mcfliah, and not that of an humble prophet; 
confequently, the prophecies that you have 
there cited, do not tend to illuftrate the ques- 
tion in debate: for which reafon, I ihall take 
no farther notice of them at prefcnt, efpecially 
as fome of them will naturally fall under my 
confideration, in the aforementioned Diflertation, 
You alfo charge me (note, page 4,) with 
mifreprcfenting Mr. Bafnage concerning what 
he Has advanced about the hiftorian Jofeph 
Ben Gorion, for you obferve, " Mr. Levi 
" fays," (page 61, note) " that Mr. Bafnage, 

'' in 
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** in his great zeal to decry this work has fallen 
" into a moil egregious blunder: obferving 
'' that he firft fays, that it was the produdion 
«^ of the eleventh century, and then that it 
" was known to Saadias in the tenth century. 
" But this," you fay, " is a mifreprefentation 
" of Mr. Bafnage, who, after giving his opinion 
*^ concerning the real age of this work, viz. that 
" it was the produftion of the eleventh century, 
" fays, that it did not nnake its appearance before 
" the twelfth, and that the moll that can be 
^' faid is, that it may feem to be referred to by 
" two writers in the tenth century, but that 
*^ thefe two teflimonies are very doubtful." 

This is your charge, and which give me leave 
to tell you vSir, is not a light one, for it is no lefs 
than wilfully mifreprefcnting an author of note : 
but this I think, is what I never have yet been 
guilty of, and fmcerely hope, never fhall. 

It pains me much, to be thus obliged to enter 
fo often on my own vindication, but the love of 
truth, which I fmcerely profefs, compels me there- 
to. And, in order to clear my character from 
this foul charge, I fhall adduce Mn Bafnagc's 
own words, as printed in the London folio Edi- 
tion of 1708, now before me. Mr. Bafnage firft 
obfervcs, (book vih chap. vi. page 610.) " Jo- 
^^^** feph the Hiftorian, the fon of Gorion is one of 
^^■5* the doftors that France brought forth in the 
^^K#* eleventh century," But page 611, he fays, 
^^Hf' The author of the Midrafchiffh or Commenta- 

L 
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*' lies upon the Chronicles, is the firft that fcenU 
" to have quoted it : but this author, whofe name 
^^ was M^ttenoti the (on of Niffam^ and who wrote 
" at Toledo, is not very ancient. Saadias one of 
" the excellents of the tenth ctntury, Jeems alfo 
" to bofve known it.** Thefe are Mr. Bafhage's 
own words, from which it is manifeft, that my 
affcrtion was well founded : for he does not fey, 
as you have obfcrved, " that the moft that can 
" be faid is, that it may Jeem to be referred to by 
** two writers in the tench century." No, there 
arc no fuch words to be found there. But on the 
contrary, fays, that the author of the Mtdrajcbim^ 
and who by his awn account feems to have been 
prior to Saadias, who flourifhed in the tenth cen- 
tury, did not fccm merely to refer to it, but ac- 
tually quoted it. And ^aadias of the tenth century, 
fccmed aljo to have known it. Now, I think it 
mull appear rather ftrange, that a book, the author 
•f which, did not exifl: till the eleventh century^ 
fixould be known to a perfon that lived in the 
tenth, and aAually quoted by another who feems 
to be prior to the faid perfon. This is a fair 
flatcmcnt, and which I hope will fully exculpate 
roe from the charge of mifreprefrnting Mr. Baf. 
aage; ac the fame time thaf it fhcws what little 
credit ought to be given to the evidence of Mr. 
BafiMgei concerning the authenticity of the book 
in qutllion. But, dear Sir, give me leave to aflc 
you> whcdicr a book may not exrft, although no 
prM& can be adduced of its being quoted^ e^- 

cially 
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cially before the art of printing was known ? I 
prefume the affirmative may be maintained; and 
that, for the following reafons. Firft, on account 
of its being fcarce, and therefore, perhaps un- 
known to the writer. Second, becaufc the fubjedt 
treated of might not ftand in need of illuftration 
from it, &c. &c. So that what you thiftit tp be 
** abfolutely incredible," viz. that itfliould remain 
fb long unquoted, is in &!&. not. at all incredibfe : 
but 00 the contrary, is very probable, and majr 
be eafily accounted for, on a ci9ol and Cfffiidkl in« 
quiry. 



1 am. Sir, 



Your's, &c. 
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LETTER II. 

Of the prophetic Jfirit of Cbtijl^ his divine miffion 
compared with that of Mofes^ as far as it relates 
to miracles y 6f r. 6? r. 

; . D£AR Sir, . 

YOU are pleafed to obfervc, (page 15, of 
your Letters, Part. II.) " that Mr. Levi 
*Vfays, page 71, that miracles only were not fuf* 
" ficient to eftjtblifh a firm belief in the divine 
*^ miffion of Mofes." You then proceed to re- 
mark, '^ But after confidering what he urges 
*' on the fubjeft, I cannot find any thing more 
*' than miracles to have been necefTary." You 
farther obferve, (page 16,) " He fays, page 
" 68, it was God fpeaking with Mofes face to 
** face in the prefence of fix hundred thoufand 
" men, befidcs women and children," " But 
*' (fay you) what was this but a miracle ? If 
*' there had been nothing extraordinary in the 
" tranfaftion, nothing more than what might 
•* have happened to any other man, would your 
** anceftors have believed in him ?** Yes, Sir^ 
it was a miracle I grant : but fuch a miracle, at 
fully juftifies all that I have advanced concerning 
it. For in the firft place, it proves that miracles 
only were not a fufficient proof of the divine mif^ 
fion of Mofes. What I mean by miracles, are 
thofe that were performed by means of human 

inftrumeo* 
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Aaron 
on the ground to become a ferpcnti or his Imidng 
the waters to turn them into blood, or to bring 
up the frogSj &c* &c. Alfo Mofes's ftriking 
and dividing the red fca, &c. Thefe and the 
like, although fome of them were great and ftu- 
pendous miracles, yet, as they were performed 
by the agency of Mofes or Aaron, were not ac- 
counted as a fufficient proof of the divine mitlion 
of Mofes ; efpecially, as the Magicians did the 
like in fome inftances. And therefore, the nation 
might perhaps have doubted his divine miffion, 
!i*om the proof of his miracles only; concluding, 
that he was only a greater adept in the art than 
Pharaoh's Magicians. For which reafon, God 
was pleafed to deliver the ten commandments 
himfelf, in the hearing of all the people, without 
the agency of Moles, or any other human being. 
Nay, in order to remove from their mind the 
nioft diftant idea of any agency on the part of 
Mofes, he was not permitted to be on the mount 
at the time that God fpake the ten command- 
ments, as may be cafily perceived from what the 
Lord faid unto Mofes; for in Exod» chap, xix. 
21. God bids Mofes go down anci charge the 
people : Mofes in anfwer thereto, vcrle 23, ob- 
ferves, that the people cannot come up, becaufe 
they were already charged : to which God an^ 
fwers, verfe 24, *' Away, get thee down;" in 
confequence of this command, we find verfe 25, 
'* And Mofes went down and fpake unto them/' 
E 2 And 
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And immediately follow the ten commandments : 
but not the leaft mention is made of Mofes af- 
tending the mount : for that did not take place 
till after the delivery of the ten commandments, 
as recorded in chap. xxiv. i. " And he faid 
** unto Mofes, come up unto the Lord, thou 
*^ and Aaron, Nadab and Abihu, and feventy 
" of the elders of Ifrael/' and which is the very 
fame order, mentioned in chap. xix. 24. This, 
Sir, was the great proof of the divine miflion of 
Mofes, and confirmation, that the miracles which 
he wrought were by the divine affiftance, agree- 
able to what we find, Exod. xix. 9. " And the 
'^ Lord ftid unto Mofes, Lo, J come unto thee 
" in a thick cloud, that the people may hear 
" when I fpeak with thee, and believe thee for 
*' ever." JFor thereby they were not only con- 
vinced of the divine miflion of Moles, but alio 
pf revelation in general, as I have aJready ob- 
*fcrvcd in my anfwer to your firft Letters, page 
70, &"c. And which could never have been ef- 
fcfted by the miracles which Mofes wrought : but 
on the contrary, fomc doubt of their reality would 
lyiye remained. But this great and fokmn proof 
iff his divine miflion^ was pcrfcttly calculated to 
rpcpoyc every doubt*% This being the true (fate 

of 

*• For niey'tbemfelvf* \vf?* th^ wUudfcs of hi* dinae mif. 
ion, as MaanonWw j|i»*Jy oMVrvif* b m Vn v^tpj* /nj Vr, 
'ilie^oaMtQiion of \h» AkinkaiMi^U c^ \^ l^w^ dap. viii* 

an 
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of the cafe as you m^ht have perceived in my 
firft Letters, I am furprifed and aftoniflied, that 
a divine and philofqpher of your rank, -flipuM 
ftoop fo low, as to cavil at my affcrtion of the 
proof of the. divine miflion of Moles, in the man- 
ner you have done, (page ,16,). As you miift have 
been fully fenfible, of the diftin(9ion between the 
miracles wrought by Mofcs, a/iJ the proof given by 
God himjelfy that thofc miracles were thus wrought 
by his command. As to what you obferve, (page 
17,) " Nothing but a miracle, of fomc kind or 
** other, could have convinced them that he came 
'* from God. But any real miracle wouki have 
*^ been fufficlcnt for the purpofe." I anfwer, that 
according to this mode of reafoning, we muft ' 
fuppofe, either, that the miracles which Moles 
wrought were not real miracles^ fince we find that 
they were not fufficient for the purpofe, as God 
himfclf fays, that the people may believe in thee for 
ever: and from whence it is manifeft, that with- 
out fuch proofi they would not have had that 
firm belief. And this we find to be really the 
cafe : for notwithftanding' that it is recorded, 
(Exod. iv. 30.) that when they (Mofcs and 
Aaron) did the figns, (and which I fuppofe you 
will allow to have been real miracles) the people' 
believed, yet, when they found that they were 
not direftly redeemed, but on the contjary had 

nn atteilation of the divint miffion.of Mofcs, as is wanting on 
tfcc part of Jefas ; and alfo proves, that miracles only are not . 
1^ ffoof hS a £yine.imfioa. 

their 
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their burden increafed, they feemed to doubt 
their mi(&on> as may be obferved from chap. v. 
21. ** And they faid unto them, the Lord look 
" upon you, and judge," &c. And which is a 
manifeft proo^ that they did not then look on 
Mofes to have been fent by God, nor to have 
done thofc figns by his power. — Or, that they 
were real miracles, and confequcntly fufficient 
for the end defigned, and that God's aflertion 
amounted to nothing, fave, the fimply exhibiting 
of one miracle to prove a number of others. 

Such reafoning as this, I little cxpefted from 
the pen of one, who calls himfelf a Chriftian di- 
vine : but as charity obliges me to impute it to 
the impetuofity of genuis, and the great facility 
of writing, without a due confideration of the fub- 
jcdt, I (hall forbear making any remarks thereon j 
but pafs on to take notice of what you object 
againft my aflcrting, that " Mofes himfelf has 
*' told us, in the moft plain and intelligible lan- 
** guage, that miracles only were not fufficient 
" proof of a divine miffion. And for this pur- 
" pofe," you obferve, " he (Mr. Levi) quotes 
Deut. xiii. i, 2, 3." After you have given my 
quotation at length, you proceed, (page 18,) '*But 
" you will pleafe to obferve, that what Mofes 
*' fgys, does not at all apply to the cafe of Jefus." 
^ P*or he did not endeavour to draw you to the 
^' worlhip of other Gods:" Bqt, if the Gofpelsi 
are true, as Chriftians in general alledge: and, as I 
have Ihewn, that^thc dodrinc of Chrift's divanity, 

&c* 
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&c, is therein ftroDgly inculcated, it is clear, that 
^according to your gwh words, (page 54,) it is 
an attempt to draw us to the worfliip of (another 
God) befides that of our fathers ; and confe- 
quently, (as you obferve) " we may juftly think 
« ourfelves excufed from giving the leaft atten- 
^ " tion to any arguments that may be alledged 
" in fupport of it/' Hence it is manifcft, that 
Ipi^hat Mofes faid, does apply to Chrift, according 
to the real fenfc of the Goipels, and that con- 
fequenrlyj my propofition was well founded. 

And this Sir, give mp leave to tell you^ is the 
rcafon, that I profefs to pay fo little regard to the 
miracles of Jtfus, as you obferve, (page 14,) be- 
caufe I do not think miracles a proof of a divine 
million i efpecially, as Mofes tells us, that God 
might permit Impoftors to work fome, in order to 
prove us. But, as you feem to lay great ftrefs on 
the argument, that if God permitted fome mira- 
cles to be performed, (fuch as recorded in the 
New Teftament) by which numbers were deceived, 
" he might have permitted all thofe recorded in 
the books of Mofes, for the fame purpofe of de- 
ception,*' (page 15.) I think it neceifary to fay a 
few words concerning this pofition: efpecially, as 
P I perceive in it a little of the old leaven, contained 
in the poltfcript to your fird Letters, (page 54,) 
and for my animadverfion on which, you charge 
m me with want of candour. For according to your 
K reafoning, we muft cidier believe that all the 
H. miracles recorded in the New Tcftament, were 
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j>erformcd by Jefus by the power of God, as a 
proof of his divine million, or allow thofe of Mo- 
les to be alfo a deception r fo that we muft either 
believe both, or you will believe none; for if 
we fay th6fe of- Jefus are falfe>you will pronounce . 
thofe of Mofes to be falfe likewife : in which 
cafe, according to your principle, they may both 
be falfe. But, dear Sir, notwithftanding the ^con- 
fident manner in-which you feem to have decided 
on the fubjeft, I muft take the liberty to tell 
you, that our cafe is not fo defperate, as to be 
obliged to accept of the alternative : beciufe, as 
1 have akea^ obferved, miracles are no ptoof of 
a divine miffion, as Ihewn in the cafe of Mofes : 
more efpecially of the other prophets, an inftancc 
or two of which I fhall juft mention. The firft^ 
is the cafe of Samuel, where it will appear clear, 
that his being received as a prophet, as recorded- 
in (i Sam. iii. ao.) " And all Ifrael from Dan 
*• even unto Beerfheba, knew that Samuel was 
" eftablilhed to be a prophet of the Lord," wasf 
not owing to any miracles which he wrought, for 
in truth, he had not performed any. But, if you 
afk me, on what then was the knowledge of his 
divine million founded ? I will tell you, it was 
on the accompliihment of the truth of his pro- 
phecy foretold, as recorded in the preceding vcrfc 
to that above quoted. " And Samuel grew, 
" and the Lord was with him, and did let none 
^' of his words fall to the ground/* For having 
received a prophecy froi^ God> concerning Eli, 

and 
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^n3 communicating it to him, it alfo foon be^ 
came known to the nation; and God having (u\- 
'lulled the words of his fervant, all Ifrael knew 
thereby, that he was eftablilhed to be a prophet 
of the Lord. The fame may be faid of all the 
other prophets, Nathan, Gad, Ahijah, Elijah, 
EliiKa, Ifaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, &c. even to 
Malachi, (the laft of them:) none of whom ever 
appealed to miracles as a proof of their divine 
mifTion. And, although fame of them performed 
miracles, as Elijah, and Elifha, yet, was it not 
in proof of their divine miflion, for that was efta- 
blifhed before: fo that the miracles they wrought, 
were either as a confequence of their divine mif- 
fion, or for which there was a neccffity, as in the 
cafe of Mofes. But, if miracles only were a proof 
'of a divine miffion, what muft become of thofe 
prophets, who never wrought any? Shall we 
fay, they were falfe prophets ? This I think you 
r will not be hardy enough to aflert. But the truth 
L of the matter is, they were known to be prophets 
'by the predi^ions which they foretold in the 
name of God being fulfilled, as already obferved 
in the cafe of Samuel. And, this is the criterion, 
P by which the divine mifTion of a prophet was 
always proved, as that great luminary Maimo- 
r nidcs has obferved in miJliT mo* JlirjVn, The con- 
[ ftitutions of the fundamentals of the Law, chap, 
X, For he there aflerts, that the pjfcof did not 
reft on the performance of miracles, but on the 
prophet*s foretelling future events ^ and if they 
F really 
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really came to pafs as foretold, why then, he was 
acknowledged ias a prophet of the Lord 3 provided, 
that he neither attennpted to add to, or diminifli 
from the law of Mofes. But, if any part of his 
prcdiftion failed, or he attempted to add to,.or 
diminifh ought from the Law of Mbfes, it was 
manifeft, that he was a falfe prophet, and was put 
to death accordingly. Hence it is demonftrabfe 
that, miracles are no proof of a divine miffion ; 
"and confequently, your argument founded on the 
' fiippofition of the falfe prophet's being permitted 
to work riiiracles, is fo far from weakening the 

* authority of thofe recorded in the books of Mbfes, 
that, on the contrary, it is the ftrongeft apparent 

. proof in favour of their" authenticity, becaufe, 
Mofes hiriife^f tells us, tliat they might be per-: 
mitted to 'be performed*, in oi-der to prove us. 
As to an inquiry into tKe truth of the mii*acles 

* recorded "in the New Teftament, which you fo 
'*fl:rongIy reconirnerid to our ferious confideration, 
"(page 'ifV) I m'uft "obferve, that I do not think 

* it expedient to enter thereon at prefent, as being 
^a' tend^ef 'point, ahd ' therefore would willingly 
'declme it, linlefs forced thereto by Chriftian$r 
"'in Bipint challenged, either' to admit, or difprove 

theiTi. iind when thui urged l)y them, I proqiifc 
youl Pwlii not jhrink trom the tafk. But, how- 
•cver,^!" cannot "forbear obferving, that healing 
the lick, 'di^^giJTg water' into wine, walking on 
the Tea, ftJlIing a tcmpeft, cafting out devils, raif- 
■ ing the* dead, &c. as recorded in the New Tefta- 
ment, 
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ment, are very equivocal proofs of a divine mii- 
fiorii becaufe, the ver)^ fame kind of miracles, 
Svere confidently aflerted to have been wrought 
by the primitive Chriftians, even as low as the 
fifth, or fixth centuries, and which were as firmly 
believed by the fathers, and all other Chriftians, 
as thofe recorded in the New Teftament, but 
which Dr. Conyers Middleton, in his " Free 
^* Inquiry into the miraculous Powers, which are 
" fuppofed to have fubfifted in the Chriftian 
^' church,"&c, has clearly and fatisfaftorily proygd 
to be mere forgenes. But which, howeVer, wj^^e 
admirably well calculated to impofe on the credu- 
lity of the deluded multitude. And it wa3 the 
fame art that enabled the heathens alfo to main- 
tain fo fuccefsfully the power of healing difeafes ; 
^nd which was acknowledged by Chriftians them- 
felves, as Dr, Middleton fays. For in fpeaking 
of the gift of healing difeafes which the church 
claimed, he obferves*, *' But be that as it will, 
*' the pretence of curing difeafes by a miraculous 
f^ power, was fo fuccelsfuUy maintained in the 
^ heathen world by fraud and craft, that when 
^ it came to be challenged by the Chriftians, it 
^ was not capable of exciting any attention to it, 
** among thofe, who themfelves pretended to the 
^* fame power; which, though the certain eflfeft 
** of impofturie, was yet managed with fo much 
• ^* art, that the Chriftians could neither deny nor 

* Inquiry into the miraculous Power, 8cc. page 76. 

F2^ "detcft 



44 LETTERSTO 

'* dctcft it; but infifted ^ways^ that it was j>cf- 
*' formed by d«nons or evil fpirits, deluding 
*' mankind to their ruin* ; and from the fuppofc4 
*' reality of the &a, inferred the rcafonablenefs 
" of believing, what was more credibly affirmc^i 
« by the Chriftians, to be performed by the 
" power of the true Goci- ^e do pot dcnyT fays 
jbhengora^ " that in dljferent flaces^ cities^ and coufi- 
« tries, there are/ome extraordinary works performed 
^ in the name of idols, from which fome have received 
«* Apf^, others harm.'' •' But then," as Dn 
Middletpn obfervcs, *' he goes pn to prove, that 
they were not performed by God but by d^monsf. 
If I fhould allow'^" fays Origin, ^^ that there is a 
*' damon cunning in medicine^ called jEJculapius, 
*' who cures dijeajes : yet I would Jay to thoje, who 
«* ar§ furfrized at it, as well as (it ih^ frediaions of 
^* Apollo^ that if the cure of dijeajes and fr edition 
*^ of events be things of atf indifferent nature, and 

* Here is an cyident proef> that ChriHians themfelves 
allow, that miracles may be wrought to ilelude mankind; 
fU|d fropi !9^h^ch, they infer the credibility of miracles per* \ 
formed bjr the power of the true God. Whether they feemed 
willing to allow the validity of thpfe miraculous cures pf r- 
formed by the heathens, in ofder to dr^w fo favourable a 
conclufibn ; or that they a^ually could ilot deny or 4ete^ it : 
or that they did not dare to dete£^ it, although it was in ^heir 
power fo to do, for fear of having their own deteded by the 
fame, means, is not my buflnefs at prefcnt to determine. It 
is fufHdent for my purpofe, that they acknowledge^^ it, aa4 
aifo drew fuch a conclufion from i^ 

t Athenag. Apol. page 25. 
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which heloHg to had^ as well as to good beings i 
^* Jhew me that thojcy who cure and foretell^ <^^^ not 
** bad^ but good^ and worthy to be held in a manner 
^* as Gods*^'^ The do(51:or then proceeds, (page 
77,) ^* Whatever proof then the priniitive church 
" have among thcmfelves of this miraculous gift, 
«f yet it could have but little effeft towards rriak- 
*^ ing profcly tes among thofe who pretended to 
" the fame gift \ pofleffed more largely, and ex- 
** erted more openly, than in the private affcmblies 
^* of the Chriftians. For in the temple of jEJcu^ 
** lafius^ all kinds of difcafcs were believed to be 
" publicly cured, by the pretended help of chat 
" deity: in proof of which there were erc£ted 
" in each temple columns^ or tables of brajs or 
^^ marble: on which a diftinft narrative of each 
^* particular cure was infcribed.'* He alfo ob- 
ferves, that Paujanias writes, " that in the temfle 
'* at Epidaurusy there were many columns anciently 
*' of this kindy and/tx of than reinaining to his time^ 
** injcribed with the names of men and women cured 
*' by the god^ with an account of their Jeveral cafes 
** and the method of their cure : and that there was 
^* an old pilar befidesy which flood apart ^ dedicated 
•* to the memory of Hippolytusy who had been raijed 
** from the dead'\. Strabo alfoy another grave writer y* 
as he obferves, *' informs us, that thefe temples 
^* were conflantly filled with the fuky imploring the 



• Can. Ccis* L. 3. page 124. 
f Corintii, Ir. 2. chap, xxvii* 
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** help of the God^ and that they bad tabks hanging 
'^ around them^ in which all the miracuiaus cures 
" were dejcribed*^ The doftor then proceeds 
thus, " There is a remarkable fragment of om 
'< of tliefe tables ftill extant, and exhibited by 
'* Gruter in his colledion, as it wa3 found in the 
" ruins of MJcidaftus' s temple, in the ifland erf 
" the Tyber, in Rome ; which gives an accpuiH 
" of two blind men reftored to Jight by iEfculapiuS| 
'^ in the open view, and with loud aeclamatiom of tb$ 
*^ people^ acknowledging the manifeji power of ih$ 
" god. Upon which," the doftor obferves, '^ the 
^' learned Montfaucon makes this reQe£tion| thac 
** in this are feen^ either the viles of the devil^ or tbf 
" tricks of pagan priefis, fuborning men to count erf at 
*' iifeajes and miraculous cures\y The dodof the^ 
proceeds, (page 79,) '* Now, though nothing 
" can fupport the belief and credit of miracleii 
^* more authentically, than public monumcntSi 
** ere<5led in proof and memory of them, at the 
** time they were performed; yet ip defiance of 
'' that authority, it is certain, that all t^fe heathei| 
** miracles were pure forgeries contrived to -4^^ 
" lude the multitude. And in truth j this partirr 
" cular claim of curing dijeafes mirofulou/fyi affords 
*' great room for fuch a delufion, gnd 9 wide fieUJ 
** for the exercife of craft." 

• Strab. L. 8. page 575. Amftd. Editipn.* 
f Montfauc. Anti^. Tom. 2. par. i. L. 41 c. 6. 
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convincing 
Crafty men are able to work upon the credulity 
of the multitude, in thus eafily impofing upon 
them for true, and miraculous, what Chriftians 
themfelves acknowledge to be the viles of the 
devil, or the trick of pagan priefts; but which 
they neverthelefs, were not able to deny or detcfl:. 
And, indeed, there is iiich a wide field for decep- 
tion, in this cafe, as well as that of cafting out 
devils, &c. (and which was claimed by heathens, 
Jews, and heretics,) that it is no wonder, they 
were made life df to impofe on the credulity of 
the multitude, or that they fliould have the de- 
fired efFeft, fince they were fo admirably well 
calculated for the purpofc : and from whence it 
is dcmonflrable, that thofc kind of miracles, are 
Tio proof of a divine miffion, fmcc it is acknow- 
ledged by Chriftians themfelves, that they may 
be counterfeited, and yet not be eafity denied, 
or detefted. 

I Ihall now confidcr what you allcdge, in order 
to invalidate my aflerdon concerning the preten-- 
fions of Jcfus to the gift of prophecy. In your 
firft Letters to the Jews> (page 19,) you obfcrve, 
'** As a true prophet, Chrift foretold the dreadful 
" calamities that btfel your nation in that genera- 
^* tion/' as recorded in Liik€xix,4^. To this 
I anfwered, (page 87, of my Letters) that, that 
was no proof of his prophetic fpirit, as it was 
neither more or tefs, than the vifion which the 
angel had ftiewn to Daniel, concerning the city 

and 
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and fandtuaryi as recorded in the twenty-fixth 
and twenty-fcvcnth verfes of die ninth chapter of 
Daniel^ &c« To this you was pleafed to obferve 
in your fecond Letters, page 21, " The propheqr 
<< of Daniel is only general, and that of Jefus 
'^ very particular^ defcribing the circumftanccs of 
*' the fiege^ and limiting the time of it. He alfii 
^< mentions the fate of the i^mple, concerning 
^^ which Daniel fays nothing at all. The taking 
^* of the city did not imply the demolition of the 
** temple." Thefe are your words : but never 
•in all my reading did I meet with fo many Wife- 
hoods in fo few lines. For in the firft places 
Daniel is ib ^ from being general, that on the 
contrary^ he is very, particular in defcribing the 
calamity of the nadon, as he fays, '^ And the 
'' people of the prince that fhall come, fhall de- 
'^ fboy the city, &c. And the end thereof fhall 
^' be with a flood, and to the end of the war de«- 
" foladons are determined." Sec alio vcrfe ny^ 
This is a more particular defcription of the cala* 
mities of the nation, than that recorded in Luke 
xix. 41. or any of the other Evagdifts. Fqr 
although he (Chrift) mentions die cafling up a 
trench, and which was no more than the natund 
a>niequence of a fi^je, yet, did he not pardcii^ 
larize the diQerent calamidcs that were to bcfidl 
the nadon, as Daniel did. Second, as to his 
limiung the dme^ according to your aflRardon, i 
muft tell y^ thftt t have itad your quotation 
J^m L^kt^ ovtf mA ww^ but cunot £nd any 

fuch 
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fuch- thing therein: whereas in Daniel it is dcarljr 
cxpi'cffed ; for there we are informed, that at the 
end of the fixty-two (r. e, the fixty-nine) weeks, 
die anointed fliall be cut off, and the city, &c. 
dcftroyed by the people of the prince, &c. Tq 
that the war was to commence at the end of the 
fixty-ninth week, and continue till the end of die 
feventieth, when the city, &cc. were to be finally 
deftroycd. Hence it is manifeft, that nothing 
,can be clearer than this limitation; whereas no^ 
•thing of the kind is to be found in the paflage 
:>^ou have quoted from Luke, Third, you ob- 
ferve, " He (Chrift) alfo mentions the fate 
" of the Umple, concerning which Daniel fay$ 
nodiing ^t all. The taking of the city did not 
" imply die demolition of the temple." Gracious 
God ! Can any thing be falfer than this afferdon ? 
for does nor Daniel exprefsly fay, (chap, ix, 26.) 
*^ And the people of die prince that ftiall (pome^ 
^^ fliall dellroy the city, and the SakctvaIiy/' 
^ Now, Sir, every pcrfon in the leaft convcrfant in 
Ifacred writ knows, that, the JanSluary denotes the 
temple; and therefore, I am not a little furprifed, 
I that you (hould be ignorant of it. But, was it 
I ^dually ignorance that led you to make this falft 
[ aflerdon ? Or was it a wilful intendon to mif-. 
Lreprefcnt Scripture, in order to millead yogr 
Imders ? Charity forbids me to think die latter, 
[But, when I confider, th^t in the paffage quoted 
I by you from Luk?, there \i ml th« leaft mention 
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made of the deftrutftion of the tempk*, I am 
Teally daggered in my opinion, and know not 
which to attribute it to. Yet, I can hardlf be 
•perfuaded to innpute it to ignorance, in a perfon 
*tjf your profound learning and knowledge in both 
•facred and'pfofane literature. I know, that> in 
ydur difputcs with Chriftians, (i. e. Trinitarians, 
br idolaters, as you fometimcs call them,) you 
•have been charged ** with flandering them; and 
" that to ferve a turn, yoti would not fcruplc to 
^^ belie even your moft confcicndous neighbo\irs-J"/* 
But thi^ I can fcarcely believe, neither can I har- 
bour any fuch uncharitable thoughts towards yoti; 
^ftd therefore, am loth to impute it to a dcfigned 
mifreprefentation of Scripture, in order to miflead 
your readers: for that would be a crime of a 
very deep die indeed. If, however, I muft at all 
events, impute it to ignorance, it undoubtedly 
fornifhes us with a very nfeful fcflbn; I mean^ 
a ftriking inftarice of the fallibility of nian,' not- 

..* As to the paiflages in Matth. xxiv. 15. and Maikxiu« 
i^. where the tfviplt is mentioned^ it is pltin from the words 
of. Jeftts^ th9% he meant .no more than the accomplilhrneat 
ot D^niePs prophecy, as he fays, *' When ye therefore Ihall 
*^tee ihk abomination of defolatton, ipoken of by Daai^ 
*'^he pr6pK)K/ ftand in the holy place.*' Now, Sir, am 
tlnre be 1 doarep pito6f dian chis»:(hat the prophecy of Dtnicl 
wstt known, fo Jefi^s ?, ^nd who no doubt learned it,. as the 
o^er (earned Jjl^s^did* by their acquaintance with Scripture,^ 
for 'U IS fo j^lainly dcfcribed in Daniel j that ht that rons^ 



9f Miinianifm brought to the TMt* by J • Macgowan, page 4* 

withftanding 



-^crithilanding all bi« boafted knowledge, phiiofo- 
phy, &c. For it is. raanifeft; that, whil6 you 
were charging me with ignorance, of the New 
Teftament, though without the leaft foundation ^ 
in truth, as I have flicwn,,ybu have laid yourfelf 
open in fuch a nianner, as to ftaqd fairly cor\- 
vifted of ignor^ce of the Olci Tellament : or 
what is worfe, wilfully milreprefenting it.. This, 
fiiUy verifies the expreffion of Soloiiion, Y^'^^ "^ip 
^b^ cc He that diggeth a pit* Ihail fall,iiuo it." 
Befpre I quit ^is:head> Imuft fay a few worcjj, 
which is, that even if your propofition had been 
well founded, fp tl^t Daniel had aftually omiftpd 

.pientioning the t^rpple, and jefus had defcril^- 

. cd the ^xaft limitation, it would . neverthelefs 
not . have amounted to a full proof of his divine 
miffipn : becaufe, I have never yet nriet with any 
fimpk and clear proof, founded on' fubftantial 
'and undeniable ar^mcnts, that the three 'former 
Golpels were publifhed, or written, before tKe 
defti-udion of Jerulaleni; confequently, whatever 
is contained therein, cannot be prcidueed as proofs 
of "prophecy concerning that eveAt. But, as I 

' have already IHewn, we arc undier no ncceflity of 
having recourfe to that expedient for fettling die 
point in qiiefUon. 

You fay, page 25, ** I Ihall now confider whkt 
^ Mn Levi has alledged to prove that Jcfus caft- 
** not be received as a true prophet of God, on 

' *' account of his having contradifted what had 
** been advanced* by preceding prophets, and 
G 2 *' cipccially 
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*^ cfpccially by Mofcs the grcateft of them.' ' Hfc 
*^ quotes for this purpofe, Deut. iv. 2. and xiii. i* 
•* Te Jhall not add unto the word which I command 
^^ yoUy nAthtr Jhail ye diminijh ought from //, &c. 
"Whereas Chriftians hold that Jcfus had power 
•* to aboHfli tke Mofaicd difpenfttion, and which, 
*' they fay, he aftually did..'* ;Y6\i then p^foceed 
to obferve, '* But has Mr. Levi proved from 
** the New Tcftamcnt, that Chrift did annul the 
" iaw ' of Mofes ? What fome' Chriftians' have 
•* thought oh this filbjeft, is no more to the 
"purpofe, than their believing the doftrine of 
<' the Trinity. I have fhewn in my fornier Let- 
*' ters, that Chrift and the apoftles, aflerted the 
** perpetual obligation of the law of Mofes. You 
*' may fee my thoughts Ori this fubjcft at large, 
^^ in the Ecological Refcfttory^ under the figpaturc 
^' Hekmas, Vol. V. page 403/' Agreeable to 
. your intimation, I attentively perufed that' part of 
the Theological Repofitory, and muft freely ac- 
knowledge, that in the proofs brought frond the 
. Old Tcftament, I heartily agree with yolf, as I am 
- confident, that no paflage in the law, or prophet;^^ 
. will bear any fuch conftru6tion, as Chriftians in 
general make ufc of on that fubjed. But, I muft 
tell you plainly, that I am not fb well fatisfied 
with what you have advanced of the apoftlc;s, 
with refpcft to the Jcwifti ritual j bccaufe, you 
have not confidered the moft material paflages in 
the New Tcftamcnt, and which feem as fully to 
Inculcate the abrogation of the law of Mofes, as 

others 
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others that I have adduced to the doftrinc of die 
Trinity. Whether you will allow them to be 
genuine, or only interpolations, iS not mybufinels 
at prefent to inquire. I have only to product 
them, to (hew that they are in the New Tcfta- 
ment. What your reafbn was for not taking 
notice of them, is heft known to yourfelf: I hope 
it was not ignorance of them, for if fo, the Je^ 
whom you are pleafed to charge with ignor^cc 
of the New Teftament, will be found to be betteir 
acquainted With it, than yourfelf. But to the 
point, Paul in his epiftle to the Ephefians, chap* 
li. 1$. Ipeaking of what Chrift had done, fays, 
" Having abolifhed in his Helh the enmity, eveii 
*' the . law of commandments, contained in ordi- 
** nances, for to make in himfelf of twain^ one 
*' new man, fo making peace." And, in hii 
epiftle to the Romans, chap. vii. 4. he fays, 
*^ Wherefore, my brethren, ye alfo are becomfc 
" dead to the law by the body of Chrift, &c." 
And verfe 6. ^* But now we arc delivered from 
'* the law, that being dead, wherein we were 
« heldi that we fhould ferve in the ncwncfs of 
^ fpirit, and not in the oldnefs of the letter.** 
In the afts of the apoftles, chap. xiii. 38^ 39, 
Paul, after expatiating on the exalted charafter of 
* Jefus, who he fays, faw no corruption, obferves, 
*' Be it known unto you therefore, men and 
" brethren, that through this man is preached 
*' unto you forgivenefs of fins. And by him all 
<* that believe arc juftificd from all things, which 

CCyC 



54 I.ETTERSTO 

<* yc could not l>e jiiftified by the law of Mofes." 
In his epiftle to the Galatiansj chap, iii*. 249 25, 
he fays, ?* Whei*cfore, the law was our ibhocd- 
'^ matter io bring us unto Chrift, that wc might 
f< be juftified by faith. But after that faich is 
" come, we ve no longer under a fchool-mafter." 
In his epiftle to the Colofllans, in fpeaking of 
Chrift's haying forgiven their fin$| he fays, ^ Blot- 
" ting out the hand writing of ordinances, that 
<< was againil usj which was contrary to us^ and 
" took it out of the way, nailing it to his crofi/' 
And vcrfc !$• ** Let no man therefore judge 
" you in mwt| or in drink, or in relpciSt of an 
** holy day, or of the new moon, or of the lab* 
** bath days.'' In his epiftle to the Hebrews, 
Ipeaking of the change of the priefthood, he fays^^ 
chap. vii. la. " For the priefthood being changed, 
" there is m^e of ncceffity a change alio of the 
"law." 

From thefe paflfages contained in the New Tcf- 
tament, we may draw the following conclufions. 
Firft, that the apoftles inculcated the abclijbmcut 
of the Molaical difjpenfation. Second, that t{ie 
law of Mofes was held by them, not to be capa* 
ble of effecting the juftiiication of mankind, but 
that fiuth, or the newnefs of fpirit, was capable <^ 
efftding it. Third, that the law was therefore, , 
but as a fchool-mafter to bring them to Chrij^, 
confequcntly, when he was come, there was no 
farther occallon for it, as the apoftle obferves. 
Fourth^ that as tl)c priefthood was changed (ac- 
cording 
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cording to Paul) there confequently was a ne- 
ceflity for a change of the law alfo, as he ob- 
ferves*. Fifth, from the exalted chara£tcr given 
ef Chrift, his power to forgive fins^ and abolilh 
the law, &c, it is manifeft, that Paul did not look 
upon Jcfus as a mere man, but that under cover 
of thefe cxpreflTions, he endeavoured to inculcate 
his divinity. From thefe inferences, it will appear 
clear to every impartial mind, that Chriftians are 
juftified in maintaining the abrogation of the law 
of Mofes i for the apoftle's words are fo decifive, 
as not to admit of the leaft doubt. Whether Chrift 
had power to annul the law is not now before us, 
as you do not admit of it. My bufinefs was only 
to flicw that, the New Teftament taught us that, 
Chrift did annul the law of Mofes ; and if fo, we 
could not receive him as a prophet, according to 
my quotation from Deut. iv. 2, and xiii. i. Bc-j 

* Since writing the above, 1 chanced to look into the fecoad 
Vobme of the Theological Repoiltory, where I met with the 
Obfervations of Pauljnus, concerning Melchixcdec, and 
who does not fcem ^o approve of Paul's inferences drawn 
from the account given of him in the Old Teftament ; nei- 
ther does he feem to allow of the abrogation of the law of 
Mofes, as 1 apprehend* Yet» was I agreeably furpriied to 
find that, he draws the fame conclufion from thefe inferences, 
as I have. His words are fo much to the purpofc, that I can- 
not forbear tranfcribing them* Speaking of the change of 
the priefihood which Paul mentions, he obfer^xs, (page 287*) 
*' And what ib this, but to make an intirc change inthecoa- 
** Hitution of the law itfelf, which is the fame thing as 119 
*' being formally abrogated, and argues itsimperfedion? For 

' " had it been a perfed inHitution, it would al^-ayi have been 

1 «< kept in forcc."^ 

■ caufc 
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cauie> he contradided what Mofes had faid, as I 
cbferved in my firft Letters* And therefore, wheq 
you obferve, (page 26,) " But this (the abroga- 
^ tion of the law of Mofes) is no part of the ar- 
** gument between you and me ^ but, like that con- 
" cerning the dodbrine of Trinity, between mc and 
•' other Chriftians.'* I muft tell you plainly, that 
you labour under a very great miftake, or what is 
worfe, attempting to evade the force of my argu- 
ment by fuch an evafion. For give nie leave to 
tell you. Sir, both that, and the dodlrine of the 
Trinity, are a part of the argument between you 
and me, as well as between me and other ChrifK- 
ans. For if the New Teftament teaches the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, Chrift's divinity, &c. (and 
which I prefume I have fufficiently proved in the 
firft: of thefe letters) why then, it ismanifeft that^ 
we could not receive him, without being hoftile 
to the law of Mofes, confifl:ent with our idea of 
the ftrift unity of God. 

And, if it alfo inculcates the abrogation of the 
law of Mofes, as by this time I fuppofe you arc 
convinced it does, from the aforecited texts, we 
could neither receive him as a true prophet; be-* 
caufe, we hold the perpetuality of the law of Mo-* 
fcs, and to which nothing is to be added or dimi- 
niftied by any fucceeding prophet whatever. This, 
naturally leads me to take notice of what you far* 
ther obferve, page 26. You fay, *^I am fatisfied,* 
" however, that Mr. Levi has mifl:aken the fcnfe 
" pf Mpfes in the paflage he quotes. It is not 

^' there 
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*^ there faid, or intimated^ that God would never, 

** iy a^y future prophet, make any change in what 
** he had enjoined by Mofcs, He only warns 
** them, that is, the people in general, who had no 
particular inftruftion from God, not to add to 
1^* the law, or to take from it, that is, without au- 
[^^ thority from him/' And a little lower you ob- 
[ferve, *' It is evident^ tliercfore, that the words of 
f*^ Mofes are not to be interpreted as they are by 
j"*^ Mr. Levi/' By this you would Jeem to infinu- 
ate, chat I do not underlland the OIdTeftament| 
as according to your aflercion it would appear, as if 
I none of the learned Jews underftood it in the fame 
fenfc that I do; and that you coafequently, had 
[juft caufe to dcdrt our ahkfi men, to enter into a 
defence of our principles, better cmfidered, and bet^ 
ter conduced, than mine has been, as I feemed fo 
ill qualified for the tafk. What ic was that in- 
duced you to be fo very defirous of changing yout 
antagonift, by thus continually urging my infuffi- 
dency for the tall-:, is bcft known to yourfclf. In 
' me it would be prefumption to attempt to point it 
out, for which reafon I fliall decline it. But, what 
will you fay, and the public think, when I fhall 
[Hiew, that this charge (my ignorance of the true 
meaning <>f the Old TeftamenO is equally jU 
I founded, as the reft that you have exhibited againft 
nnc; for not only the learned Jews in general in- 
terpret it in the fame manner; but the moft cini* 
j)cnt of them, even Matmonides himfelf, undcx;^ 
flands it in the fame fcnfe, as may be obferved io 
H the 
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the ninth article of the fundamentals of the lawi 
where he obfervcs, as follows, n-\^ni} mr »d «in> 
•ns^na Kb^ nmo: n»nn n!? -nny i)on nif^o nnin htt 
Hb\ riDDin nn n'nn k^i ,nn^ir nnnn nno nnin nan Hb\ 

13DD ynan. " And that is, that this law, is the 
** law of Mofes our matter, on whom be peace i 
^ it will never be removed, or exchanged: neither 
« will there ever be any law from the creator be- 
*^ fides it : nor will there be any addition to it, 
«* or diminution from it," as it is faid, *^ Thou 

*^ SHALT NOT ADD THERETO, NOR SHALT THOU 

*^ DIMINISH FROM IT." And in ri3^n ynon idd 
nninn mD% The book of Science, the conftitu^ 
tions of the fundamentals of the law, chap. ix. 
he obferves, moiy tmi^o wr\w rnma w^^sm *\rQ nan 
ub^ ,pyiu Hb\ ,n3»a^ nb rf> yn ,o*nb^v 'D^ip^i ,dVw^ 
noKi) .1300 ynan h^i v^y «|Din nb '^ohw ,mDDin 

ny jnr^y^ hk I'iiko nmnn nm ^DCf mo^ wn ,nKrn 
D'oir^n K^ no»3i ,DD'nnn^ d^v npn now nh p) ♦o^v 
•ID'D^ ,nnyD nm ttnn> >Ka^n noj vku^ nno^ nh ,K»n 
nDioi nw nwi ^Kntt^>o ja niDi»n p la ttf»H moy» oii 
wno^ iM .niyo yi-aV w niico tdih^ in^irf "nuf noK't. 
inwa; no>^tt^ w ,ntt^oo wyoiy n^bp a^in*D riiKonp niaroa 
msto K^K,nnn nn^i Db^yb p»K ^«n-iy> jnn iiDJWtt^ nivon 
^ inmaj ijf»nDn^ ja nnw .npv noj m nrr .pr >ti\ 
,)mK K^ itt^H •'n Da;a -di^ nnn» ^y .pira iruvoi ni^o 
V )3n^) u^ rmm nistona^ iroo^ mar loc^ nra inrtttr 

^ ^^t is a clear and explained thing in die law, 
^^ that it U. a commandment diat continueth 

** perpetually. 
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• ** perpetually, and for ever and even It hath 

"no change, diminution, or addition; as it is 

/Maid, Thou shalt not add thereto> nor 

** SHALT THOU DIMmiSH FROM IT. And it IS 

" faid> thole things which are revealed belong to 
•* us, and our children for ever, that we may do 
*^ all the words of this law*. Behold, (hence) 
*^ you may learn, that we are commanded to pcr- 
" form all the words of the law for ever. And 
" thus he alfo (Mofes) faith. It Ihall be a per- 
" petual ftatute for your generations f. And it 
«* is faid, it is not in heavenf. Behold, (hence) 
" you may learn, that no prophet hath power to 
" add (any thing) new from this time, (i. e. 
i^^ from the time the law was given.) And there- 
** fore, if any man fliould arife, whedier ic be 
'* among the nations, or in Ifrael, and fliould 
** perform a fign, or a wonder, and fay, that the 
*' Lord hath fcnt him to add a commandment, 
" or do diminiJh a commandment, or to explain 
" any one of the commandments in a manner, 
" that we had not heard from Mofes, or fliould 
** fay, that the commandments which Ifrael were 
*^ commanded (to keep) were not perpetual, and 
" from generation to generation, but were only 
" temporary i behold, that is a falfe prophet, for 
** lo, he comcth to deftroy the law of Mofes, and 
^* his death (is) by ftranghng j becaufe he hath 
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*' dealt prefumptuoufly by fpeakii^ in the rMAe 
" of God what he did not command him : for 
^ he, blefled be his name> commanded Mofe^, 
^* that this commandment (the law) was for Us 
<< and our children foir ever : and God is not a 
«^ man that he fhould lie*." And this^ is the 
unanimous opinion of ^moft all the Rabbins 
concerning the perpetual obligation of the law 
of Mofes^ and which they all ground on die very 
paflage which I have quoted t fo that if I have 
miftaken the fcnfe of Mofes, why then, all thfe 
Rabbins have done the fame : and I cannot help 
obferving, that it is not a Httle furprifingj that 
Dr. Jofcph Pricftlcy, a rational Chriftjan, (hould 
undcrftand the fcnfe of Mofes better than all the 
learned Jewsf., Nay> I may fay> than the whole 
nation; for is it not one of the' articles of our 
faith ? and with which you ought to have been 
well acquainted before you ^ attempted to convert 
nz. It IS as follows, *• I believe with a firm and 
'* pcrfeft faith> that this law will never be ex- 
" changed, nor will there be another law from 
" the Creator, bleflcd be his name/* This is 
Jikewife founded on the fame text. From all 

* Numb. xxm. 19. 

f This remind! me of your difpotei with Chriftians» in 
which you tell them, this paflage of the New Teftament is 
fpOriobSi that is interpolated, this you do not anderftand* and 
that is not the true fenfe according to the Oreek» kc. &c. 
From whence it i« to be inferred^ that yoa 04ly poficfs the 
true key of Scripture knowled{[e. 

which 



D«. P R I E S T L B y. 



61 



I 



iN?hich it IS manifeft, that if 1 have erred in the 
interpretation of the words of Mofes, the whole 
nation hath done the fame, and which I think is 
more than you intended to prove. 

From the foregoing paffages, may alfo be proved 
the futility of the argument you make ufe of, page 
29, concerning divorcements, where you obferve, 
" But could not the fame power which gave the 
** permifiion, revoke it at his pleafure ?" Yes Sir, he 
certainly could; but as he had once told us by the 
hand of his lervant Mofes, whofe proof of a divine 
miffion was never experienced by any other pro- 
phet, that the law was to be perpetual; (and which 
you alfo acknowledge,) and, that nothing was to be 
added to it, or diminifhed from, it is plain, as 
above ftiewn, that whoever attempted to revoke 
any part theieof, was accounted a falfe prophet: 
fo that according to your argument, it is clear that, 
we could not receive Jefus as a prophet, becaufc 
he contradi61:ed Mofes, in revoking what he had 
commanded. This, I apprehend, is alfo a full an- 
fwer to what you obferve, page 30. " But if what 
Jefus ordered had been a change in the law, furely 
he who could heal the fick by the word of fpeak- 
ing, fhewed that he was authorifed to do it/' For 
as I have Hiewn that, no prophet had power to 
change, add to, or diminifli ought from the law; 
and as you do not allow Jefus to be more than a 
mere prophet i and as his proof of a divine miflion 
did not equal that of Mofes, it is manifeft^ that he 

had 
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had no authority to change the law, notwichftatid- 
ing his healing the fickj as you afieit. 

You obferve (page 30.) '< Mr. I^evialibchar- 
** ges it as a contradiction to MofeSj (page a6j) 
^* that Jefus did, not pronounce fentence of death 
*^ on the woman taken in adultery/" Good God! 
is it poflibk to conceive, that a philoibpher and a 
lover of trud^ as you profefs your^lf to be, .could 
be guilty of thus mifreprcfentixig the words of m 
opponent in order to draw a faUe conclulion from 
them. Forbid it philofophy — forbid it truth,^— 
That you have done fo» is plains for nothing like 
what you have aflerted, is to be found in my words, 
.which are as. follow*.. But Jefus a£ted in direft 
coi)tradi£i:ion to the l^w of MofeS{ for whereas, 
the law of Mofes commands the adulterer and 
ftdulterefs to be put to death, as mentioned Levit 
XX. 10. Jcfus.in defiance of this exprefs command* 
ment, refcues the adulterefs &om the juft punifli« 
mcnt due to her crime: and that, by one of tht 
moft extraordinary devices, that ever entered into 
the mind of man, &c. Now, here is no charge of 
his not proxKnmcing/mtence of deaib on the w(mum% 
for I am fenfible that he had no fuch power, no 
more than they that brought her, as you obferve : 
but what I obferved was that, he did not aft con* 
ibrmable to the law of Mofes ; for he ought not 
to have intimidated the .wicnefles, or thofe that 
brought her \ for that was contrary to the law, as 
cxprefled Deut. xvi. 19. V Thou lhalcx)orre(peft 
• Page 26th, firft edition, snd 50th* 2d Edition. 

** perfons.* 
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perfons/* But he ought to have advifcd them 
to a6t according to the law of Mofes, which in all 
acciilations fays, " Thou fhalc enquire, and make 
** fearch/' &c- Ibid, xiii* 14* xvii. 4. &c» He 
therefore ought to have bade theni carry her be- 
fore the proper judgCi (as he was not one) and 
there let the witnefles be carefully examined, as 
the law has commanded, and, if the woman is 
found guilty, let her receive the due reward of her 
iniquity: but, if Ihe is innocent, and has bpen 
wrongfully accufed^ why then, her accufers wilt 
meet with theirs, as the law fays, *^ Then he Qiall 
" do unto him, as he thought to have done unto 
*^ his brother: ib flialr thou put away evil fi»om 
*^ among you/' Ibid, xix. 19. In this cafe^ 
truth would have come to light; the law put iit 
force; the innocent cleared; and the guilty juftly 
ponifhed. This would been acting with propriety, 
conformable to the law of Mofes, and would have 
cffcclually prevented his enemies from being able to 
accufe him of any thing whatever. Whereas by the 
part Jefus acled, both the accufers and the accufed 
were fufFered toefcape; if this is not refcuing the 
adukerefs in defiance of the cxprcfs command of 
the law of Mofes, 1 know not what is. But, it is 
not charging Jefus with not pronouncing fcntencc 
of death againft the woman, becaufe, that was none 
of his bufmels, neither can I perceive by the text, 
that they required any fuch thing of him, notwith- 
Handing what another of my antagonifts* has af- 

• Dr, Krauter* 

ferted. 
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felted^ for he obfcrvcs, (page 14) " Now the re- 
** queit of the fcribes and pharifees being that JiC'* 
** ius ihould upon their own word condemn the 
*' woman/* But no fuch thing is to be found in 
the text: for they only told him that the wonnum 
was apprehended in the commiffion of adultery, 
and that the law of Mofes commanded fuch to be 
floned; at the fame time fimply afking himj ^But 
^ what (ayeft thou V* This, by no means im^ 
plies a rcqueft that, Jefus would pronounce fro* 
tcnce of death againft die woman ; but only a de- 
fire of being informed of his opinion, and whe* 
ther it coincided widi the law of Mofes, and they 
being convinced by the part he took that it did 
not, they left him. This appears to me to be the 
true (late of the cafe, as far as I can gather from 
the text. 

As to what another* of my opponents aflerts, 
(page 41.) *' I wonder what Mr. Levi would have 
^ had the merciful Redeemer tcbo cami not to con- 
*^ demn the werU, hit to/aw the world, to have done 
^ in the prefent cafe," does not at all affedc my 
argument: becaufe, we were not confidering Chrift 
in the charader of the merciful Redeemer^ but only 
in that of a prophet; and as fuch, (being no tem- 
poral judge) he had no right to condemn, acquit^ 
refcue, or pardon the woman, as above fhewn. 
As to what heoblervespagc 44, « Are penal laws' 
** of fo rigid and inflexible a nature, that in no cafe 
*' and under no circumftanccs a mitigadoii is ad« 
•Rev. Jokailiuiley Swain. 

« miflible^ 
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** miffible, or muft punifhment be always inflifted 
*^ as the feverity of the law prefcribes ?" I an- 
Iwcr, in cafes of this nature it undoubtedly miift, 
for the law is explicit i as it fays, *^ The adulterer 
** and the adukerefs shall surely be put to 
** DEATH." And, as by the law of Mofes, there 
was no power deputed to any perfon to pardon thofe 
that were found guilty of fuch crimes^ it is evident 
that, no one but God himfelfj could mitigate the 
punifhment prefcribed by the law. And this na^ 
tiirally leads nrie to confider what he innmediately 
after obferves, *^ When David was guilty of adul- 
*' TERY and MURDERj did God contradift himfelf 
" and act in defiance of the law of Mofes, when 
" he pardoned him?" To this feemingly folemn 
queftion, I anfwer no, God neither did, nor ever 
will contradift himfdf. This will appear clear, 
on a due inveftigation of the two cafes in queftion ; 
and which will be found to be very different from 
each other. For in the firll place, David was not 
taken in the faft, but had done it in fecret, as the 
prophet obferved, " For thou didft it fecretly/* 
confequently, there were no witnefles of the faft to 
have accufed him before the temporal judge. 
Second, David confefled his fin, and became peni- 
tent, verfe 13*. ^* And David faid unto Nathan, 
*^ I have finned againft the Loru." And in con- 
fequence thereof, the prophet was inftruftcd to 



* Sec alfo the $1^ Pfal^iit wbkh he conipQfed on tho 
I anfwer. 
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anfwcr, " The Lord alfo hath put away thy fin, 
" thou fhalt not die." But, notwithftanding that 
his life was thus fpared, (and which, as king of 
Ifrael deftincd to deliver them from their enemies, 
and to build up their future hope, might have 
been granted to him for their fakes) yet, was he 
punifhed in a mod examplary manner, agreeable 
to his ftation, and the manner of his committing 
the crime -, and which convinced him and every 
one that fhall read his ftory, that although they 
may be able to conceal their fin from men, yet, 
can they not hide it from God, to whofe all-fee- 
ing eye, every thing is laid open. And this is 
the reafon, as the learned Abarbanal obfcrves> 
that his crime was ordered to be recorded by 
the prophet i for at the time it was committedj 
no one knew any thing of ir. And alfo that he 
might ftand as an eminent example of the efficacy 
of fincere repentance in finners, as he himfelf cm- 
phatically expreflcs it in Pfalm li. 15. " Tbeii 
" will I teach tranlgreflTors thy ways, and finners 
" (hall be converted unto thee." Hence it is 
manifelt, that the cafe of the woman, and that 
of David, are widely different, and do not bear the 
Icaft refcmblance to each other. For David was 
not accufcd before an earthly tribunal i as his 
crime was only known to God, and who alfo 
knowing the fincerity of his repentance, in con- 
lequence thereof remitted the puniihment of 
death, but did not however, let him go un- 
pxinifhcd. Whereas the Ytry rcvcrfc of this, was 

the 
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the woman's cafe; for (he was taken in the fa£t, 
!• and acciifed publicly, and thejefore ought to have 
been tried before a temporal judge, where, if 
flie had been found guilty, no human power 
could have pardoned her, as the law commands 
the guilty to be put to death without referve, 
becaufe no one but God is capable of judging 
of true penitence. But, of the woman's repen- 
tance, we read nothing; for which reafon, I think 
Mr. Swain has afted very proper, in cautioufly 
obferving, (page 45,) " And for ought we know, 
" penitent criminal." Ay, for ou^bi we know 
indeed; for we really know nothing about her 
penitence, as not the leaft mention is made there- 
of. From all which it is clear, that the two cafes 
are not equal ; for David was tried by God him- 
felf, and who being capable of judging of the 
fincerity of repentance, was pleafed to remit a 
part, and punifli him in part: and, in doing this, 
as the Judge of all the earth, we muft fuppofe, he 
afted according to the eternal rules of juflicei 
confequcntly, he neither contradifted himlelf, nor 
the law of Mofcs: but we do not find that the 
woman received the leaft punifhment for her 
crime i fo that her punifhment was not mitigated, 
but wholly omitted; and which, none but God 
had power to do. And, as I do not allow Jefus 
to be God; as a prophet, I freely alTert, he had 

NOT THE POWER OF REMISSION OF SINS ; HO 

prophet having ever arrogated to himfelf any 

fuch power. Nay, not even Mofes himfelf : for 

I % when 
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when the man who gathered flicks in the wilder- 
nefs on the Sabbath*, was brought to him, by 
thofe that found him, he was fo far from difmif- 
fing him, or remitting his punilhment, (although 
in the eyes of many, his crime may appear not 
near fo heinous; as that of adultery,) that he had 
him put inward, till fuch time, as God was pleafed 
to declare unto him what punilhment was to be 
inflifted on the delinquent. This, is a demon- 
ftration of the truth of what I have obferved, viz. 
that Jefus confidered as a prophet, afting con- 
formable to the law of Mqfes, had no right or 
authority to aft in this cafe as he did: but that 
his afting in that manner, was contrary to the 
law of Mofes i of which the candid reader is by 
this time I hope, fully convinced. 

It is not neceffary for me to reply to any of the 
other objeftions which you or the reft of my anta- 
gonifts have advanced concerning the contradic- 
tions of Jefus to the law of Mofes, becaufe they 
are fully anfwered in the preceding : for as I have 
clearly fhewn, that as a prophet he had neither 
power or authority to make the leaft alteration ip 
the law of Mofe3 i and, as both you and they air- 
low that Jefus did make ap alteration; and, as J 
have fliewn that the Gofpels teach, and Chriftians 
hold the abrogation of the law of Mofes, it is ma- 
nifeft that we could not by any means receive him 
as a prophet fent from God, becaufe he contra? 
difted Mofes. 

• Numb. XV. 32, 33, &c. 

In 
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In order to invalidate what I have advanced con- 
cerning the contradiftions contained in the Gofpel 
hiftoiy, you obferve, (p^ig^ i^* Letters Part II.) 
" One of the contradiftions that Mr. Levi ob- 
** lerves in the Gofpel hiftoryj (p^g^ Sij is, that 
^' according to Matthew, Jefus was defcended 
" fronn Nathan: but according to Luke from So- 
" lomon. As I rejedt the introduftion to the 
** gofpel of Matthew, as not written by him, I 
** am not concerned with this contradiftion/* To 
this reaibning of your's, I cannot help obfcrving 
thati it is really very diverting to fee how hand - 
fomcly you endeavour fo frequently to introduce 
the fpurioufhefs of part of Matthew's gofpel : and 
after all, no one I think can well blame you for it; 
as it feems to be your chief lupportj and often 
helps you out at a dead lift, when every other re- 
fource f^ils you, as in the prefent inftance* Yet, 
this is not fufEcient fometimes to extricate you 
from your difficulties, but in order to get rid of 
the miraculous conception, you are obliged to de- 
prive the Evangelills of the gift of infpijation, and 
reduce them to the level of mere hiflorians. But, 
as this appears to me to be a dangerous experi- 
ment, I would advife you to be cautious in the 
ufe of it, as it may lead you into fuch difixulties, 
as you would fain have wiflied to have avoided. 
Something of this kind you feem to have fallen 
into already, and which I cannot forbear taking 
notice of, becaufe, in my humble opinion, it tends 
much to the illuftration of the fubjeft in debate- 
la 
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In order to get rid of the miraculous concep- 
tion, (which hangs about your neck like a mill- 
ilone) you obferve, (page 8, Letters Part II.) 
" I fhall only obferve on this occafion, that I con- 
" fider the evangelifts as mere bi/hrians, (indeed 
" they do not pretend to any thing more) faithful 
*^ relators of what they believed to be true. But 
" no hiftorics. are received on the mere faith of 
*' the writers, but properly on the teftimony of 
*^ the age in which they wrote.'* And, page ip, 
you obferve, ** The miraculous coaception^theit- 
" fore, cannot be faid to have the teftimony of die 
^ age in which it was promulgated ; and as the 
" Jews being natives of the country, had the bcft 
«' opportunity of informing themfelvcs concerning 
« it, their teftimony which is againft it, is intitled 
" to the greateft credit." Thus Sir, you reaiba to 
eafe yourfelf from the burden of the miraculous 
conception. Will you now give me leave to makf 
ufe of your principles, and conclufions, on a more 
enlarged fcale ? It is admitted that Jefus was bom 
at Bethlehem of Jewifti parentage : he emplojFed 
the whole courfe of his miniftry in Judea, Oalilce, 
&c. for the converfion of the Jewifti natioflj de- 
claring himfelf to be the Son of God — or the 
Mcfliah— or a prophet, if you pleafe j alluring 
tliem that he had a divine miffion to eftabli^i a 
new law or doftrine ; and as a proof thereof^ had 
power to work miracles. Yet, notwithftanding jlU 
his labour, and repeated declarations of his miflion 
and power, he made but few converts, and thole 

chiefly 
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chiefly from among the lower clafs of the nation. 
The great body of people difbelieved his new doc- 
trine, juftly confidcring it as repugnant to the laws 
which God had eftabliflied for Ifrael, by the hands 
of his fervant Mofes. They gave no credit to 
what you call (page 9,) the great and leading fadts 
in the Gofpel hiftory of " the account of the doc- 
^ trines, the miracles, and refurreftion of Chrift/' 
They therefore, cannot be /aid to han)e the tejlimony of 
the age in which they were promulgated: and as the 
JewSy being natives of the country ^ had the heft oppor- 
tunity of informing tbemfehes concerning them, their 
teftimony which is againft them, is intitled to 

THE GREATEST CREDIT*. 

I Ihall now take notice of what my other oppo- 
.iicnts have obfcrved, concerning the contradiftions 
of Matthew and Luke about the genealogy of 

• The learned Author of Ben Mordccai's Letters, feems alfo 
to think, that the fuffering of Chrifl, &c. had not the unanimous 
t(;iUniony of the age in which it was promulgated, for hefay^ 
page .10, '* The Bafilidians in the very beginning of Chrif. 
**' tianity, denied that Chrift himfelf fuiFered ; but faid Simon 
•* the Cyrenian fufFered in his place: (Irenae. L. i. chap. 13 . 
*' Epiph. Haer. 24. "num. 3.) and the Cerent ians before them, 
** and the Carfocratiam next, (to name no more of thofe who 
*' affirmed Jefus to have been a mere man;) did believe the 
** fame thing. Pbotius quotes, from a book called the Jour- 
*' ncyf of the Apoftles ; tRat he was not crucified, but another 
*' iA his Head. Some thought it was a fpy, who came to in* 
*' trap him ; others, . that it was Titian^ who was direAed by 
'< Judai to kill him ; and in the forged Epiille of Barnabas^ 
•' it is faid to have been Jmfas himfelf, who appeared like 
-r hija.'l 

Jefus. 
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Jelus. Dr. Krauter, after citing my objcdHon, 
obferves (page 57,) " As for the genealogies of 
** St. Matthew and Luke, it is manifeft from in- 
" fpeftion, that they ahnoft entirely differ from 
*' David to Jofeph; but it muft be a precipitatt 
«« reader who therefore would think that they 
" could not belong to one and the iame perfon; 
" whereas every man muft have two genealo^es 
" belonging to him, one from the father's, and the 
" other from the mother's fide, which nece0arily 
" muft mpre or lefs differ, if thefe have not been 
" brother and fifter. Now, that Matthew gives 
" us the genealogy of Jofeph, as the reputed fa- 
*^ thcr of Jefus, is evident from his own words. 
" For after he had throughout the whole of ^ this 
" genealogy ufed the expreffion — fuch an one bc- 
** gat fuch an one, and accordingly faid (vcrfe 16,) 
" Jacob begat Jofeph ^ the hufband of Mary, here 
" he does not go on — Jofeph begat Jejus, but lud- 
" denly changes the expreffiOn, faying, Jofeph the 
" hufband of Mar}'', of whom (Mary) was born; 
*^ or (as it might for the better conformity have 
*^ been rendered) was begotten Jefus, who is cal- 
**• led Chrift. On the other hand, that Luke gives 
" us the genealogy of Jefus from his mother Ma- 
*^ ry's fide, is likewife evident from his own words 
" at the beginning of his genealogy, which arc 
" very remarkable if rightly underftood. After 
•^ he had related (chap. iii. 22.) that at' the bap- 
** tifm of Jefus, a voice from Heaven came, 
^^ which faid. Thou art my beloved Son, in tbce, I 

am 
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«' am well plcafcd, he immediately goes on, ac- 
*' cording to the Greek text*— The cxa£t tranfla- 
« tion of which feems to be this : and this or 
" the very fame^ (viz, the Son of God) was that 
*' Jefus who was about thirty years beginning, 
,'* being (when he was reputed the foa of Jofeph) 
" that of Eli — of God. Luke would have con- 
,** tradifted himfelf, ifi at tlie fame time he avers 
^* that Jefus wag only reputed to be the fon of 
f* Jofeph J he had faid, that he was the fon of 
Jofeph- But it was very neceffary to obferve, 
I ;* as he was about to affert him to be the fon of 
God, when he was reputed to be the fon of 
;,** Jofeph, th3t he was properly no one man's fon, 
*f only by his mother*s fide the fon of Eli her 
f* fether, confequently, grandfon, and fo on in a 
^^ iirics to Adam> but the fon of God originally," 
I have given this quotation intire, without any 
interruption, by comiriifnting on the difFercnt 
paragraphs as I went along ; becaufe, I was wil- 
ling, that the reader (hould have the whole of 
this curious reafoning before him at one view* 
Whether I Ihall be able to do juftice to the text 
by my comment, muft be left to the judgment 
of the candid reader *, and fo without any farther 
' preamble ihall enter thereon. The doftor freely 
acknowledges, that the genealogies of Matthew 
and Luke, differ almoft intirely from David to 
Jofeph, but obfervcs, that it muft be a precipitate 
reader that would think they could not therefore 
belong to one and the fame perfon, becaufe (as 

K he 
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he obfcrvcs) every man has two genealogies, one 
from the father's and the other from the mother's 
fide; fo that Matthew gives us his father's ge- 
nealogy, and Luke his mother's. But how doc^ 
he prove this ? by explaining the words of JLuke 
♦• being (when he was reputed the fon of Joicph) 
that of Eli— of God." By which it appears, 
that Eli denotes God; fo that God was the fathcr 
of Mary, grandfather of Jefus, and the fim of 
Matthat; for Luke fays, (according to the prelcnt 
tranflation now be&re me) << being (as was fup^ 
pofed) the fon of Eli, which was the fon of Mac« 
that," &c* From whence it is tmni&A^ that, if 
Eli is not the proper name of a man, but denotes 
God, then, according to the doAor's ezplanationj 
Jefus was both the fon and grandfon * of God : 

but 

* The doftor in z note ohftrves, ** The Hebrews have no 
^ particular names to diftinguiih the relation to diftant pro^ 
<* gcnitors, as grandibn, hot fimpty >«, and that Ckril^^ 
*' called the fon of all from Eli to Adam." By this k team 
that the dodtor was confcious of the abfordity of his exprcfioA. 
** the fon of Eli her father, confequently grandfon/' J\^f 
therefore would williagly give it this turn. But what witl h^ 
he Ikj. or the reader think, when I inform him, that, ik^ 
Hebrews have a proper name for grandtbn, viz. *ip^^ ^ 
I£uah iays, chap. xvr. 22. 13^ pV and fon, ««/ grm^ffki^ 
See alio Job, xviu. 19. What \<d the dodor into thb cn«ir# 
was, I fuppofe, his ignorance of the facred language ; for 
the prefent tranllations, read *' fon and nephew:** but that 
is contrar)' to the fenfe of the Hebrew, and the meaning oF 
the prophet ; and as a proof thereof, 1 mail take notice of 
Gen. xxi. 23* where iht fame word occurs only wUi thcL 

affix. 
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but according to Luke it appears, that Jofqjh 
was the ion of Eli, who was the fon of Matchat, 
for not a word of Mary is there mentioned. 
This is a demonftration of the truth of what I 
have advanced, viz. that Luke alfo gives the 
genealogy of Jofeph. And this feems to be the 
opinion of a certain writer in the ^Theolog. 
Repofit. on the miraculous conception, and who 
alfo feems not to admit of the prefent tranfia- 
tion; for in fpeaking thereof, he obfervesf, 
^* Where our verfion renders, " B^ingy as was 
^^Juppojedy the fon i>f Jofeph, But I deny this to 
^' be the proper tranflation of the words: and 
f^ maintain that we Qiould render. Being (as thb 
CUSTOM was) a fon of Jofeph (i. e,) ut apud 
ilios mojerati as the cuftom was among the 
Jews of reckoning their genealogies." He 
then obferves, page 158, ** What was then the 
« praftice of the Jews in thefe cafes? Undoubt- 
*' edly to deduce the pedigree by the father's fide. 
<^ So then we arc prefenced with two genea- 
logies of Jofeph's progenitors, materially dif- 

afEx, a», n03^i *^oV\ And which in the Englifh tranfla- 
tion reads, nor with my fon, mr nmth my fin's /on i u e. 
gran^fon, for that is the proper meaning of IDJ. See 
Lingua Sacra. Radix. ID^* Kimchi on the Roots, Baxtorii 
Concordantisc Biblomni, Jarchi, Abcn Ezra, Kimchi, and 
Abarbanal, on Ifaiah, &c. Hence it is manifcft, that the 
Dodor's aflertion is falfc, and the conclufion he has drawn 
from thence a mere fallacy. 

+ Theol Rep, Vol. V. page 157. 
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fcrcnt from each other." From all which it is 
clear, thac both Matthew and Luke give us the 
genealogy of Jofcph; for not a word is menciortcd 
in cither of them conceming Mary as the lineal 
deicendant of David i as no fuch thing was ever 
known amongft the Jews« 

The Doftor obfcrves, page 63, ** What Mr. 
** Levi finds fault for with Luke, that he made 
*' Jefus to defcend from Nathan^ the Son of 
" David inftcad of Solomon, arifes from a prc- 
** judice, which however^ is almoll general, as if 
** the Meifiah were to be lineally defcended fix>m 
*' Solomon/' This, is mifconftruing my words : 
for I neither found fault with Luke for making 
Jefus defcend from Nathan, nor approved of 
Matthew for making him defcend from Solomon: 
as I never afferted that the Mcfliah was to defcend 
from Solomon ; becaufe, that was foreign to die 
purpofc, and no part of the argument. I only 
afferted, that, Matthew in the firft chapter of his 
Gofpel gives us the genealogy of Chrift, and 
Luke, in the third of bis Gofpel does the (ante g 
but with fuch difference, that an unprejudiced 
perfon, would har4ly think they belonged to one 
and the fame perfon : for the latter not only dif- 
fers from the former, in ahnoft the whole gene- 
alogy from Jofeph to David, (and which the 
doftor acknowledges) but has alfo added a few* 
more generations; and likewife made Jefus to 
defcend from Nathan, the fon of David^ inftcad 
of Solomon f 

This 
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This is what I affertedj (page 85 — 89,) and ill 
which there is not a word, that can fairly be con- 
ftrued as afTcrting that che McflTiah was to be line* 
ally defcended from Sulotnon in preference to Na- 
tkin; as I only took notice of the contradicT:ions 
between the two Evangelifts ; and chat one made 
Jefiis delcend from Solomon, and the other made 
him delcend from Nathan, Andj as I have Ihewn 
that the genealogies do both properly belong to 
Jofeph, I think it is clear from thence, that the 
Doctor has not advanced any thing that in the 
leaft weakens my pofition. 

As to Mr. Swain, he only obferves, (page 74,) 
that, " Bilhop Kidder, in his demonftration of 
" the Meffiah, has employed ten chapters to con- 
" fider the objections of the Jews againft the ac- 
" count which the Evangelifts give of the genc^- 
" logy of Jefus, Here Mr. Levi will find his ob- 
** jedions fairly dated, and, I think, fatisfaftorily 
*' anfwered." But is it not very forprifing, that out 
of all thoic TEN CHAPTERS Written by the Bilhop, 
Mr* Swain, has not produced ond clear and latis^ 
faftory proof to invalidate my objection? As he 
has not, I have a right to take it for granted that 
he CANNOT; confequently, my objection remains 
in its full force. 

Neither has jfnti-Socinus, alias Jnfelm Bayly 
vcakened it-, for he only* obferves, " As to the 
hole, which you would pick \n the coat of Mat- 
thew and Luke, refpefting the genealogy of 



^ Second Remarks, page 50* 
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♦^ Chrift, it is but fmall, and of no importance^ 
•* whether any one can mend it or not.'* This is 
To far from weakening the force of my objedUcMi, 
that on the contrary it ihews it to be unanfwcra^ 
blc. For if fo learned and zealous a Chriftian 
Prieft^ cannot advance any thing fatis&dtory to 
confiite it| but in order to evade the force of it^ 
treats itas, *^ but fhiallj and of no importance^" 
while a Bifhop thought it of (Uch importanceji a$ 
to employ TEN chaptbrs upon it; and another 
Jeamed divine, Dr, Berryman^ has alio in his 
fermons treated it with mu<;h care and accuracy^^ 
befides a number of others that have written on 
the fubjedj I think, it is an irrefragable proof thsKi 
he is unable to confute it. 



! j|m, &c. 
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LETTER IIL 

Of the Sufferings of the Jewifb Nation^ and the ex^ 
planation of the Seventy fyksks, &c. 



Dear Sir, 

T7"OU obfervc> (page 32, Letters, Part. IL) 
J- ** As an argument of your nation having 
'* offended God beyond any thing that is recorded 
*^ in the Books of the Old Tcftament, I requefted 
" you to attend to the extreme feverity of your 
** prefent fufferings, and the long continuance 06 
*^ your banilhmcnt from your own country j and 
" I faid, that a captivity of feventy years was 
*' deemed fufficient punifhment for all your tranft- 
*' grcflions preceding that event/' You farther 
obferve, " Mr, Levi replies, that the Babylonifli 
** captivity was not a punilhment for all the fins 
" of die preceding period/' You then proceed 
to quote what I have faid, page 45, and 49, 
After which you obfcrve, *' Thus does Mr. Levi 
'* interpret DanieKs famous prophecy offeventjt 
** weeksj of which he gives the following account^ 
" page 40/' — After having given this quotation * 
alfo, you proceed page 34. " But the language 
*^ of the prophecy clearly indicates that the termt^ 
*' nation of this longer period of fevtn times 
** feventy years, would be fome joyful event, and 

* I forbear citing all the quotation?^ to avoid fwelling this' 
publication to an enormous balk* 

** not 
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" not a calamitous one* For it was to finilh 
" tranfgreffion, to make an end of fin^ to make 
** reconciliation for iniquity, and to bring in ever- 
" lafting rightcoufnefs, and to fcal up the viQcff) 
" (which Mh.Lcvi renders^ pagc.55, by publicly 
** authenticating it) and to anoint the mod holy." 
Could this be the beginning of forrows? This 
obje&ion Qf your's is fo far from weakening iny 
poGtion, that on the contrary it adds force to 
the explanation which I have, given of the pro- 
.phccy. . For I obfcrved page 44 — 4?. But, 
verily, as to Ifrael, he would not only wait Jeven^ 
yeoTJf but /even times Jeventy years j after which', 
their kingdom fhould be cut off and their'^Mu-^ 
nion ceaie, and they return ioto captivity. -That 
■ny God would allow them fo. lohg time to repent 
of their fins ; and that they might the bettch be 
enabled fo to do> God ftirred up Cyrus to give 
them leave to build a temple, that they might 
thereby be able to offer facrifices, &c. But, if 
during that time they fhoukl not repent, (as was 
aftually the cafe) they were then to go into cap- 
tivity, that by their fufferings therein, they will^ 
be aWc to finifh (or more properly to confume)* 
tranfgreffion, and to make an end of fms, anij-tcl 
make expiation for iniquity. And therefore, this 
is fo far from being *• fbme joyful event/' that on 
the contrary it is apredi6tion of farther calamities, 
as may be perceived from the whole pix)phecy, 

* Set Lingua Sacra, Radix n^3. 

but, 
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but efpecially the clofe of it ; and as you yourfelf 
acknowledge^ page 35, in contradiftion to what 
you afferced in the preceding page. For you there 
fay, " Om week ft ill remains to make up the fe- 
^' venty; but of this the angel gives an account at 
f ** the clofe of the prophecy. It was that week in 
j" the midft of which the facrifice and oblation was 
U* to ceafe, which was to be the beginning of far- 
** ther calamities." From whence it is manifeft, 
rthat the end of the feventy weeks was to be the bc- 
>- ginning of farther calamities. And what greater 
-Calamity could befall them, than the deftruftion 
♦tof the city and the fanftuary, by the people of the 
Drince that fhould come, &c. And they confe- 
jucntly go into captivity. Hence it is clear, that 
fno joyful event is mentioned to take place at the 
^•cnd of the feventy weeks> but a beginning of far- 
ther calamities, i. c. their going into captivity. 
* And the calamities which they would fuffer dur- 
ing fo long and dreadful a captivity as this has 
rbeen, would be the means of confuming tranfgref- 
[ifion, &c. Agreeable to what the prophet fays, 
And I will fcatter thee among the nations, and 
difperfe thee in the countries, and I will con- 
fume thy fikhinefs out of chee.^" This certainly 
means the prefcnt captivity, for in the Babylonilli 
captivity, they were not fcattered among the na* 
tions, nor dilperfed in the countries, and confc- 
itjucntly, their fikhinefs was not confumed: but in 



Sxck. xxiL 15. 
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the prcfcnt captivity, they were to remain till 
tranfgreflion was confumed, &c. and which being 
pcrfccled, would be the means to bring in 
EVERLASTING RIGHTEOUSNESS: i. c. that all thr 
earth might come to the knowledge of the true* 
God, and fin be deltroyed out of the earthj as 
Moles fays, " And the Lord thy God will cir- 
*' cumcife thine heart, and the heart of th7 feed 
*' to love the Lord thy God with all thine hear^ 
^^ and with all thy foulf." And to the lame 
purpofe does the prophet Ezekiel exprcfs him- 
felf, '^ For I will take you from among the na« 
^' tions, and gather you out of all countrieSj and 
" will bring you into your own land, &c. Thca 
"will I fprinkle clean, water upon you, and ye 
*^ fhall be clean : from all your filthinels, and 
." from all your idols will I cleanfc ygu. A new 
" heart alfo will I give you, and a new fpirit will 
" I put within you, and I will take away the 
** ftony heart out of your flclh, and will give 
" you an heart of flclh. And I will put my Ipirit 
*' within you» and caufe you to walk in my fta- 
•^ tutcs, and ye (hall keep my judgments, and. do 
" them." (EzcTc. xxxvi. 24, 25, 26, &c. alio 
chap. xi. 18, 19. Jcmi. xxxii. 39.) Thus, Sir, 
it is plain that by their captivity, they were to be 
cleanfed from their filthinefs, and that being pei> 
fefted, their heart was to be circumcifed, the heart 

♦ Sec my anfwcr 10 Dr. PriclUcy, ift Letters, page 56, 
57, 60, 61. 

4* Dcut. x.tx. 6. ' 

of 
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of ftonc taken away, a new heart given them, &c. 
^By this fymbolic and figurative language, is 
I'pointed out the everlasting righteousness 
[fpoken of by Daniel : the heart of ftone fignifying 
|rfin. And therefore, when they are cleanfed from 
kheir filrhinefs, i. e. fins, and a new heart and fpirit 
[given them, they will fin no more; confequently, 
rcverlafting righteoiifnefs wiJl be brought in. But, 
lothing of this ^as perfected at the end of the 
ifeventy weeks : for fo far were they from being 
icleanled fi*om their filthinefs, that the angel fays. 

And for the overfpreading of abomination, (i, e, 
i'^* the abominations which they had committed 

during both th^ firft and iecond temples) he 

fliall make (it) defolate, even until the con^ 

I*' fumation," &c» So that it is ckar, that they 

Lwere then ip their filthinefs and abomination i and 

[for which, tliey were to be punifhcd in a moft 

pxemplary manner, by having their city and fane* 

[tuary entirely deilroycd; their government cue 

mlF, &c. From whence it is alfo manifeft, that 

cverlafting righteoufnefs could not have been 

[brought in j becaufe, they ftill continued in fin, 

md had yet the heart of ftone, And to which, 

fuppofc Jefgs alluded, when he gave his reafon 
[for fpeaking to them in parables, by faying, " For 
ff this peoples heart is waxed grofs, and their cars 

are dull of hearing, and their eyes they have 

I** clofed, left at any time they Ihould fee with 

^' their eyes, and hear with their ears, and ftiould 

^<* underftand with their heart, and ftxould be con- 

L 2 « verted 
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'^ verted, ind I heal them*." Matth, »ii. i^. 
All which, is a demonftration that no joyfiil event 
was to take place at the termination oif the feventy 
weeks, but that it was to be the beginning of 
farther calamities, and which was to make an 
atonement for their manifold fins. A|k1 when they 
{hall have made fuch atonement, either by their 
fufferings, or a fincere repentance, their reftoi*- 
tion to d^eir own ^ounrry^ according ta Molai 
and the odier prophets, will immediately tak^ 
place, and which you likewife acknowledge, page 

You obferve, (page 34,) ^< If by the fi^ bofy^ 
*^we underftand the holy prophet, or princ<, 
•* whom we fuppofc to be mentioned afterwards, 
^' under the charaftcr of MeJJiab the frince^ thefe 
*^ foiir Jiundred and ninety years will terminate 
** at the dmp of his being appointed tahis office," 
On this afierdon, I mull take the liberty to nfiakp 
a few obferyadons. In the firfl: place, you Qlj^, 
that *^ if by die moft holy, we are to underftan^ - 
V the holy prophet or prince." Bqt, this I muft 
inform you is wreftjng the fenfe of Scripture, aiKl 
doing great violence to it ; for in no part thereof 
is, O*?^ '^ The bofy (fboiies : or even $ccoid^ 
ing to the Englifli tranfladon, the moft hol^, ever 
lif^li^ to any prophet, or prince. But, evcrjr 

• Hpm ht the yfurds quoted from Kw^, were applkal^Q 
to the purpofc for which they were uTod by Jefos^ is not mj 
prefent bafinefs to enquire; the real meaning of ^e prophet's 
M^rdsj I h«re giytn in Lingiia Saqra. Ra% )ps^* 

pcrfbn 
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"perlon the leaft convcrfant in Scripture, knows^ 

that It denotes the moil holy place^ or the altar, 
&c. as I oblerved in my anfwer to your firfl 
Letters, page 59, 63. And thereforei | am much 
furpiiied, that a perfon of your knowledge in 
Scnptijrc^ ihould attempt to conftrue it in this 
manner ; as 1 am lenfible, tliat you cannot pro- 
duce one clear fimple and unequivocal proof of 
its being applied to any prophet, or prince ; but 
numbers can be adduced to fl:iew its being ufc^ 
in the fenfc that 1 have explained it*, Seoondi 
you obferve, that the holy prophet or prince, to 
whom you underftand the term moft holy to be 
applied, is the lame who you fuppole ** to be 
f* mentioned afterwards under the charafter of 
^' Mejjiub the frince^ thefe four hundred and 
5' ninety years will terminate at the rime of his 
f* being appointed to his office. This/* you pb- 
fervc, ** I think, we are authorifed to infer from 
*' the manner in which the angel immediately 
f* proceeds to explain himfelf* Know therefore^ 
** and underftand^ that from the going forth of the 
*^ commandment t& reftore and build Jerufalem unto 
" Meffiab the prime f Jhall be feven weeks andfixty^ 
*f two weekSi that is (as you fay) fixty-nine weeks/* 
Thus have you explained the paffage, in order 
to favour your hypothcfisj but which I muft tell 



* Exod. xxvi. 35, 54. XXIX* 57, and xK 10. Numb, iv* 
^9. t King* vi, 16, vi. 5 — 8. 2 Chron. iii* 8, 10^ &c* &c 



t More properly th4 an§inud prina. 
page58, 63U 
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'you plainly, is a mere fallacy; contrary to the Icnfe 
of Scripture, and almoft all the connmentators. 
thereon, both Jews and Chriftians. For they all 
unanimoufly agree that, the afth vcrfc which you 
quote, contains two periods: viz. /even weeks, which 
I underftand to be from the time of the going forth 
of the commandment, unto the anointed prince. 
And threefcore and two weeks; during which time 
Jerulalem was to be built, reftered, and cond^ 
nuc*, was another period; and the one week men- 
tioned in the 27th verfc, was Kkewrfe another pe- 
riod; which laft period you alfb allow, page jc. 
Hence it is manifcft, that thofe two perteds arc 
not to be confounded together, but muft be con- 
fidcrcd as two diftinft periods, as I have fhewn in 
Hiy firft Letters. But above all, how can you re*. 
concile this pofition, with what you alTcrt in the 
preceding page? For there you do not fay that 
Meffiab the prince was to come at the end of the 
fixty-nine weeks, but that, " thefe four hundred 
*^ and ninety years will terminate at the timo of 
" his being appointed to his office." What of^ 
ificc? that of his miniftry, you muft certainly 
mean: fo then according to the latter affertion, 
he did not enter on his miniftry at the eiici 
of the fixty-njne weeks; i. e. four hundred 
and eighty-three years, as you make the angel 
explain himfclf; but at the termination of the 
four hundred and ninetjr; fo that if Chrift is Me/r 

♦ Firft Letters to Dr. Prjcftlcy, page 59* 63, 



» 
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Jtab the prhice mentioned by the angel, he muft 
have entered upon his miniftry after he was cut 
off: for the angel fays, ** And after threelcorc 
^ and two weeks, fliall the Mefllah" (or more 
properly, ihs anointed, as I have explained it)* 
" be cut of/' Hence it is manifeft, that the an- 
ointed was to be cut off after the fixty-nine weeks, 
and conlequently, could not be appointed to his 
office at the termination of the fevcnty. How 
you will be able to r^oncile thefe contradictory 
affertions, is beft known to yourfelfi to me they 
appear almoft infurmountable : but that may ht 
owing to my ignorance of profane literature, and 
which may perhaps contain die iecret myftery of 
reconciling contradictions ; fo that to a perfon of 
your profound knowledge therein, there is no 
doubt of his being capable of rendering the moft 
glaring contradictions rcconcileable, and with one 
rtroke of his magical wand make them coalefce. 
K fo, I fliould be obliged to you, if you would 
be pleafed to take the following (which is partly 
coatained in the foregoing) into confideration. 
In page 34, you obfcrve, that by the ?noJi holy 
may be underftood the holy prophet or prince, 
whom you fuppofe to be Mejftah the prince men- 
tioned afterwards. By which it is evident, that you 
allow the Meffiah mentioned in the a5thverfe : and, 
who you contend (page 44,) was the fame men- 
tioned in the 26th yerfe, to be a prince, confc- 



Ibid. ^Q^ 64. 
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qucntly it follows that> the Meffiah that iu&nid 
was a prince: and of courfe> a prince of the houfe 
of David. But> this you 4eem flatly tx> contradift^ 
by making the Mefliah who was to be cut qff^ 
and the princc> two diftinft perfons i for in page' 
51^ you obferve, *' Do not reje£t without exami^ 
^ nation the hypothefis I mentioned in my fbmie^ 
*^ Letters, and which I have maintained at largrt 
'< in the Tbeokpcal Repqfiioryy of the dtiUn£tioii 
^ between the M^iab who was to fufiefi and wfaD 
'^ ak>ne bears that name, and the prmct €f tbi 
^ bou/i of DavU, under whom you are to enjoy 
your future glory 4" In the Theological RepOfi^ 
tory, VoL V* page ai 2, you ohferve^ " All Chrif* 
f^ dam commentators and cridcs have found great 
^ di£culues in this fubjed. But it appears to 
** me, that they have arifen chiefly from the nc* 
^ ceflity they . imaged themfelves to be under 
^* of applying more prophecies to Jeftis Chrif^ 
*' than in my opinion, beloi^ to him, and eipe'» 
^ cially from not diftingiiilhing the chara£fcers of 
*< the bumili prepbeU firom thofe of the temp§rMl 
*' prince, but applying in a fpiritual fenfe to dic 
^ former, what was intended in a literal feofe to 
"the latter*: in which they have followed tno 
fi^ clofcly the writers of the New Tefbunent* A 
" little reflc6lion, however, would have prevented 
*^ the cmbarrafiment of Chriftians on this fubjeAt 

t I forbear making any remarks on this hypothefis^ as it 
will be amply treated of, in roy DiiTerution on the Prophe- 
cies^ where it will naturally £ill under difcui&on. 

*^ cfpecially 
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;*^ efpecially an attention on the one hand, to the 
^ clear language of propheciesj which fpeak of 
" nothing but temporal pro/perUy, and on the 
^* exprcls declaration of our Saviour that hif 
" kingdom was mt of tbfs world^ : the clear infe- 
*^ rencc from v/hich is> that the Meffiah, and the 
" temporal Prince^ are two perJbns/* 

Hence it is manifelt from your own mode of 
reafoning, (to fay nothing of the contradiction it 
contains) that, Mejiah the Prince mentioned in 
vcjfe 25, cannot be the MeJJiahy or anointed j that 
was to be cut 06F, vcrfe 26^ and whom you call 
the huml/k prophet. Becaufe, in the former verfe, 
the angel is explicit in mentioning *r;i^^TOto Tj; un- 
to the aminied prince. This according to your 
hypothecs, cannot be apphcd to the bumble pro^ 
fhet: for ^^}} in the Hebrew, denotes a prince, or 
ruler, &c. oneinvefted with temporal authority^ or 
fupreme command; a fovereign, &c. See a Sam* 
vii. 8, I Kings i. 35, xiv. 7. and xvL 2. Befides a 
number of other parts of Scripture, Now, as it is 
allowed on all hands, that Jcfus had no fuch tem- 
poral power, as a prince, or ruler, it confequently 
follows that, the title o^^^l n'?to, Anointed prince^ 
cannot with propriety be applied to him ; of courfe^ 
according to your hypothefis, the T}2 rriito men- 
tioned in verfe 25, cannot be the fame with the 

f This is a demon ^ration, that Jdus codd not be the Mcf- 
iiah foretold by the prophet3> as in tlicir prophecies they only 
fpeak of a temporal prince, as I ihall clearly IKcw in my Dif. 
ftrtatioft on the Prophecies. 

M perfon 
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perfon mentioned fimply by the name of fWEf| 
of neceflity, they Wufl: be two perfons; which is 
all that I contended for. This is a demonftra- 
tion of the futility of your objc«SKon, page 44, and 
the truth of my pofition; for you there oblcrve, 
" He (Mr. Levi) will not allow that the Meffiah» 
" which is twice mentioned in this prophecy, rc- 
*' fers at all to the perfon whom you now dift]n-> 
*' guifh by that title; but fays that, in the former 
•' part of the prophecy, it is to be underftood of 
" Cyrus, and in the latter of Agrippa the youngier : 
*' though, furely, nothing can be more unnatural 
'^ than to explain it in this manner. Can the iiune 
^' term, in two contiguous fentences of the fame 
*' prophecy, fignify two different perfons, one of 
'^ them a heathen prince, and the other a king of 
" Judea, who lived feven hundred years after 
*^ him?" But, as I have fhewn that, according 
to your reafoning, and the language of Scripture, 
(becaufe the term is hot the fame in the two con- 
tiguous fentences,) they mufl be two perfons, it is 
plain that your objeftion is a mere nullity. It 
alio fully demonftrates the difficulties that you la-^ 
bour under in endeavouring to eilablifh that ab* 
(urd hypothefis fo contrary to the language of 
Scripture, viz. that the perfons mentioned in tiie 
!&5th and 26th verfes, are one and the fame peribn; 
and which naturally leads you into the contradicf 
tions 1 have juft mentioned i for as you are fully 
fpnfible that, the prophecies fpeak only of a tem^^ 
pralprincei you are confequently under a nccelfity, 

according 
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according to your explanation of the prophecy, to 
call the MeiTiah that was to be cut off, by the 
name of the humble prophet ^^ from which it is clear, 
that he cannot be ih^ prince mentioned in the 25th 
verfc. Hence, my pofition, viz. that the prophecy 
ipeaks of two diftinft perfons, is fully eftablilTied. 
And, I mufl farther obferve, that it is fo far from 
being unnatural to explain the prophecy to denote 
two different perfons, that it is clear, that three 
perlbns are aftually mentioned in the prophecy j 
the firft and Jaft of whom, are called "r^9> Prince^ 
and who were both heathens j the former Cyrus^ 
and the latter Titus^ who w^s the prince of the 
people that was to come to deftroy the city and 
the fanftuary. But, the anointed who was to be 
cut off, is called fimply ^T^^ aminied^ u e. the 
king, or high prieft* i by which was meant, that 
they fliould have no more kingly or pricftly 
power, or goverpment; and which was very aptly 
figoified by the term QT*9> anointed: becaufe, 
that is afj indefinite term^ and properly denotes 
all the clafs of thofe that were anointed, whether 
kings, or priefts : for after the people tlut came 
with the prince, deftroyed the city and the fane- 
tuary, the kingly power, and miniftry of die prieft- 
hood was intirely cut oflFi and there was no more 
gf it, nor hath been unto this day. But, if the 
word anointed, or Mefliah, had been intended to 

• For the high prieil, is alfo called rr^D. as, \r\^n OM 
NDIT rr?ton, if the anobted prieft doih fln. Levit. iv. 3, 

M 2 denote 
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denote die tmointcd prince mchrioned Jn- vcifc 
^5, the angel would have mide ufe of tfte fccmi 
ITKfbn, widi the n demonftrative, or notificativc*, 
always ufed in the Hebrew, when fpealcirig bf 
perfons, or things, already mentioned, or known: 
•from whence it is clear, tliat the term ^TP9 <Joe* 
not denote the anointed prince mentioned in vcrlc 

And, here I cannot avoid taking notice of ah- 

• other difficulty which Chrifflans in general^ laboiir 
'under, in applying this prophecy to Chrtfl: astbe 

Meffiah; the greatriefs of which. Dr. FVideatu 
was fo fenfible of, that he took great pains to re* 
move it, but as it appears with little fuccels. ' I 
mean, the cuttifig off of the M0dbj or ahoiotedt 
after i\it fixty-two weeks, according to the words 
of the prophecy, ^' And after threefcorc and 
*^ two weeks, (hall Mejfiah (or anointed) be cxx% 
*^ off;" that is, at the end of the fixty^nihe 

• weeks. Now, if what^ you and Chriftians in gc-r 

• nei-al fay, be true, viz. that unto MiJJiab theftikci 
fliall be Teven weeks, arid iixty-t^o weeks, Onm 
his coming, and his c:uttlhg off, muft hate^Hj^ 

"Opened '■ at the fame dihe ' bcith tbjgetHtar, Kaifen 
quchtly, no interriiediate fpace would kavelWten 

" fcft %r his miniftry : and' which is a deftibnftra^ 
^on, that no fuch perfori a? Jefijs, as a fi^fferitag 

' 'Mralah,*^^? ever intended by the Jirophkcy. 

♦ Lingua Sacra, Part I. cMap.V. fcft, «. pjipe*i^$. 
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As £0 what you fay^ page 46, *^ Agrippa was 
"too inconfiderable a prince^ 10 be the fubjeft 
** of fuch a prophecy/' I think, has been fully 
anfwercd in the foregoing ; as I have fliewn, that 
it does not particularly point out Agrippa only, 
but properly, the whole clafs or race o( thofe that 
were anointed, whether kings, or priefts, and by 
which their ftate and form of government was to 
be intirely changed and dellroyed, And furcly, 
fuch an event, cannot be thought too inconfider- 
able for fuch a prophecy. 

You alfo obfervc in the fame page, " No Jew, 
** no perfon of any nation, ever occafioned fuch 
" a revolution in the religious ftate of the world, 
^« as Jefus Chrift effefted/* But have you, who 
arc fo well verfed in hifVory, forgot Mahomet, 
who laid the foundation of an extenfive empire*, 
and introduced the religion that bears his name, 
and which in a fhort time, overfpread the whole 
eaft; fo that the Mahomedans have been reckoned 
more numerous than the Chriftians. His progrcfs 
was great indeed ; for he role in the fpace of 
twenty-three years, frbm very fmall beginnings, 
to fuch a height, as to make one of the greatest 

REVOLUTIONS THAT EVER HAPPENED IN THE 

WORLD i as confeft by Chriftians themfclves. See 



• And what is ftill more extraordinary, thU empire was 
founded, as I may fay, on the very ruins of Chrifliamty ; as 
the fuccefies of his followers agEinll ihc ChritUans evidently 
evince^ See Ockley*s HiHory of the Saracens. 

Toulmin*s 
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Toulmin's Differtations, page i6o*. And who allii 
obfcrvcs, ibid, page 152, *' Mahomet entered '^ 
" bold and intrepid proteft againft the polytheifm 
*^ and idolatry of his countrymen : in this relpeft, 
** his character had great merits and he was an 
*' inftniment of divine providence to preferve the 
*' doAnrie of the divine unity, when for ages it 
** was obfcured and enervated amongfl; Chriftiansj 
^^ by the notion of a plurality of perfoijs." Thus, 
Mahomet may be faid to have brought back an 
immenfe number of the inhabitants of Arabia, 
&c. from idolatry to the knowledge of the true 
God^and prefervedthe remembrance of one God: 
and that fo efFedually^ that the grand fundamental 
creed laid down by him^ that there is but one 
God, has continued in its utmoft purity for fo 
many hundred years ; and which is by far more 
than you allow to Chriftianity. For according to 
your opinion, all Trinitarians (and which arc the 
bulk or great body of Chriftians) are idolaters. 
Hence it is clearly, and I prefume fatisfaftorily 
proved, (even from the authority of ChrifHan 
writers) that Mahomed cffefted the greateft 
revolution; confequently, your affertion isfhewn 
to be ill founded. I forbear making any &rther 
rcn>arks on the futili^ of it, but fubmit the whole 
to the judgment of the impartial and candid 
reader. 

• See alfo Prideaax's ]\fc of Mahomet. Addifon's firft 
ttaxt of Mahumediini. 

You 
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You fay, page 44, " Mr. Levi fuppofcs, with 
R, Ifaac and S- Jarchi, though he does not dif- 
*' tinctly cxprefs it, that the going forth of the cam^ 
** mandment^ means the declaration of the divine 
** will to Jeremiah 1 but nothing is advanced by 
*' thcfe writers to make it probable that the going 
" forth of the commandment^ to reftore and to iuild 
'* Jerufalefny is coincident with the tinne of the 
*' demolition of it by Nebuchadnezzar/* To 
this, \ anfwer, that, as I have already fliewn that 
the anointed prince mentioned in verfe 25, was a 
different perfon from the one mentioned in verfc 
26, as being a prince, having temporal power. 
And alfo, that the Meffiah or anointed that was 
ID be cut off after the fixty-two weeks, could not 
with propriety be faid to come after the fixty-two 
weeks; for then his coming and cutting off 
would have happened both together, it is manlfeft 
that, the explanation which I have given in my 
fijfl: Letters, (page 5S— 62.) that from the 
going forth of the commandment (or more properly 
the word, as I (hall fliew prefently) to reftore and 
build Jerufalem unto Cyrus the anointed prince, 
ihould be feven weeks, or forty- nine years. For 
to whom could the term anointed prince be with 
the greater propriety applied than to Cyrus, 
who is lb called exprefsly by name, by the prophet, 
" Thus faith the Lord to his amsnted, to 
** Cyrus." Ifaiah xlv. i- And who aftually 
gave leave to build and reftore Jerufalem. And 
thus wa« the firft part of the prophecy fulfilled; 

for 



ibr from the tijmc of tho^jtrilrudlion of the iirft 
temple till Cyrus, was fev^a. weeks, or forty-nine 
years, as I hi^vc already obfervcd. As to "W it 
properly deootes word in its primaxy fenfe, b^ing 
iieriyed froni the verb "^^l to fpcak** Aod tbcrc^ 
fore, "^^1 H^'T?, denotes from the going forth <jf 
.$be ward: that is^ the word of the Lord by. Afc 
prophet. Jcr. xxv« I2. And not a commandmentj 
by which Chriftians have confounded the pro- 
phecy, and bewildered themfelves, as I (haU Ibei^ 
hereafter. That this is the true fenfe of the temnf, 
may be clearly proved by analogy with the words 
of the prophet ufed in the fecond verfe of the fame 
chapter. ^^ I Daniel underftood by books' the 
?♦ number of years, whereof "^^^ the woADC^th* 
•« Lord came to Jeremiah the prophet,'* &C. But 
what I take to be decifive, is the following, as re-<^ 
corded 2 Chron. xxxvi. 24. " Now in the firft 
^ year of Cyrus king of Pcrfia, that the word of 
•* the Lord (Ipoken) by the mouth of Jeremiah 
^ might be accompliihedf, the Lord ftirred up 

the 

• Sec Lingua Sacra. Radix nni. 

\ Hence you may clearly perceive what is meant by thf 
gding forth of the word: i. e. the time of its beginning ^> 
ad ; for then the accomplifhment of the declaration of the 
cUvine will to Jeremi^> began to have its completion : to that 
if 18 cle^r, that it does npt iignify the time of the delivery of 
the prophecy : but the time of its going fbrth> that is, of ifi 
takiiig place, for then it began to come forth, and have 
tfffed. And which (as I have already obferved) was from the 
4cftni£Uon of the firft temple, from whence the fevcnty years 

of 
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K the fpirit of Cyrus Kingof Perfm, that he made 
proclamation throughout all his kingdom/' 
&c. And the very fame wordsj does the book 
of Ezra contain^ as the foundation of the build- 
ing and reft oration of Jerufalcm^ Ezra J. i. 
All which is a dcmonftrarion, that the building 
and reftoration of Jerufalem, was founded on 
the word of the Lord by the prophet Jeremiah, 
nd from whence, it is elcar that, that was alfo 
the meaning of the angel in this place, as 
already ihewn* 

cf the captiyitf commenced. And therefore, thofc writeiv 
had no occafion 10 advance any thing toprox^e the going forti 
of the word to be coincident with the demolition of Jerufalem, 
becaufe thsy never meant any fiich thing by it; bat that the 
going fprth of the word meant the time of the captivity of 
Zedekiah. This I fpc»1c of.R. Ifaac. Bat, as to Jarchi^ ( 
muft tell you. plainly, that he docs not apply n^l to denote 
the word of the Lord by Jeremiah, for he fays, 13*1 HJno ^O 

Jtijji ,bownA j?nn ,Tii3nn nVnnn H3t»u? nr ^ai Hstio 'hnfi 

From whence it is dear> that Jarchi andcrftands IDT men- 
tioned in the 25th verfe, to be the fame with that mentioned 
in the 23d. So that the real meaning of Jarchi is« that the 
going forth of the word, denotes that mentioned in verfc 23. 
At the beginning of thy fuppUcation the ^word cameforib^ &c# 
thou {1\alt know and attderdand that from the defbudion of the^ 
temple, &c» But not a word does he fay about its denoting 
the declaration of the divine will by Jeremiah \ bat only the 
going forth of the word to the angel 10 come and make him 
undcriland the vilion* I therefore would advife you, that 

i before you attempt again to comment on the opinions of Rab« 
blnicat writers, to read them in the original, if yon can, and 
not trail to tranflations, or tranflators \ {qi they arc no better 

I ihan blind leaders of the blind ; and often expofc the ignoranco 

I ef thofe that tf nil to them. 

I N Yqi* 
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You obferve page 47, ** The fcvcftQr weelca 
*^ Mn Levi fays, page 41, arc without doubt, 
;*^ four . hundred and ninety years, the tinie fronft 
•* the deflxuftion of the firft temple to the de- 
/* ftruftion of the fccond. But/* fay you, " if 
" there be any truth in hiflory, the interval be- 
*' tween thofe two events was about fix hundred 
** and fifty years; and it is by hiftory that pro- 
*^ phecy muft be interpreted." But, why not, 
produce thofe proofs of hiftory, in order to har-* 
monife the events in fupport of your hypothefis ? 
Surely, you ought not to have left the fubjeft 
(and that of fuch importance) in fo vague and 
indeterminate a ftate; but have proved your pofi-- 
tion, by fubftantial and undeniable arguments. I 
mean, by fixing a period for the b^inning of the 
feventy weeks, and then have proceeded to ftiew the 
accomplifhment of every period; as I have done*. 
We fliould then have been able to have judged. 

* At prefent, Chriftians have no certain fixed period, from 
whence to begin the feventy weeks: for although they all 
agree in explaining the prophecy, that from the going forth , 
of the commandment (as they tranflate it) to reilore and build 
Jerufalem unto Meifiah (or anointed) prince, fhall 4>e £evea 
weeks ; and iixty-two weeks, (not at all coniidering, that* . 
the iixty-two weeks, reads forward with the remaining part 
of the verfe) yet, are they fo far from being unanimous con-? 
ceming the time from which they commenced, ^hat there are 
almoii: as many different opinions about it, as there afc 
writers upon the fubjedl : but which is no more than the in- 
eyitablis co'nfequence of explaining Scripture fo contrary to 
its true meaning ; and plainly fhews the difHculties they la* 
bour under, in the maintainance of fuch abfurd pofitionsr 

L ■ . ' on 
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on which fide truth exifted. But this, 1 am con- 
fident, you are confcious was not in your power 
to do: on the contrary, you would only have 
bewildered yourfelf, in being liable to encounter 
^11 the difficulties which every Chriftian com- 
mentator, who has written upon the fubjeff, has 
involved himfelf in, by attempting it. Of the 
truth of this, every candid and difpaffionatc ptr- ' 
fon will be fully convinced, that chufes to take the 
pains to read lyith attention, what Dn Prideaux 
hath written upon the fubjeft, in his Conneft. 
Vol. II. page 17, &c. &c. For me to follow 
the doftor through all his turnings and windings, 
would anfwer no other purpofe, than to perplex 
the reader, and fwell this pamphlet to a volume. 
One thing, however, I muft obferve, which is, 
that by adopting the chimerical opinion of pro- 
fane hiftorians, in contradiction to Scripture, in 
order to explain the prophecy fo as to make it 
applicable to Chrift, he has, not been able (not- 
withftandingthe utmoft ftretch of human induftry) 
to fix any clear and certain period fi-om whence to 
begin the feventy weeks. For as he obferves, if 
begun fi-om the firft of Cyrus, who granted the 
firftdecree,( which may be called a commandment) 
they will not come low enough to reach any of 
the events* which are prediftcd by the prophecy. 
Neither, as he obferves, (ibid, page 18,) could 
they begin fi*om the decree granted by Darius \ 

^ In regard to Jefus. 

N 2 that 
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that is> not from Darius Cadoixiatiufi becaufc^ 
then the 490 years would ovcrfhoot the events 
by many more years than the other wouW fa.U 
fliort of them, Nqr from Darius No thus a^ 
fome have thought. Nor from parius; Hyf^ 
tafpcs. Neither could they begin from Arti^x^ 
crxes, who granted the decree to Nehemiahj that 
is^ neither from Artaxerxes Longimanus, Artax- 
.erxes Mnemnon^, nor Artaxerxes Ochus> frorp 
which fome have begun them*. He then pro- 
ceeds to fhcwj^ how fome have rex^oned by lunar 
years> Sec, But,, after the dodtpr has emplQyc4 
twenty ofti^vo pages of fmall letter prefe on die 
lubjed, having found out> according to pfofa^e 
hiftory, that> from the death of Chrift to the 
Icventh year of Artaxerxes upwards, was . 490 
years, he has very wifely begun them from thence. 
This, may be cutting the Qordipn knot, but I aip 
fure, it is not untying it. 

As to what you obfcrvc page 3$^ concerning 
l^^y fcarcely dcfcrves notice, were it not to e3t- 
pofe its futility: for I obferycd that, VH^ alfp 4«* 

• Fdr it muft be obferved, th^t tfte doQmr hsA tatotdif 
imdcrtakcn to eftablifh his own hypothefid, bttt to;dVefttrm 
thoit tfOiich otber eommenCators lM6 adoptid* on acoMHit 
0f ihmr na^ froiomding with tbcivoit^ rcjatins Un Chrift ; |ii 
doing of which, however « be ha» been obliged tadifcard the 
literal fenfe of the text : which pUialy fhcwf, what expedient? 
he was obliged to make ufe of, in order to cxtripate himftlf 
fh)m the difficulties which he Iabo|ired under in the mainttihT 
aace of that abfurd hxpothe&u equallf as inconMent a? 
any of the otl^ejri ^c \fZ9 cndeavoKrinj^ to ^iffioM^. 

liote4 
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ed " that there fbould be a cuttij^ off, or fe- 

/* paration of feventy weeks." Which plainly 

kfbews, that it was to be the period of time that was 

.to be cut off- Of this, every unprejudiced per- 

Lfon will be convinced, that does but read the page 

I .you have quoted. 

You fay, page 36, ^^ I would farther obferve, 
f« that Mr? Levi's account of your prefent fufFer- 
.*^ ings is neither agreeable to reafan^ nor to the 
'^^ Jcripture. It is no wheiT faid, either before the 
" captivity, or afterwards, that it was intended as 
a punilliment for not obferving die fabbath in 
particular, biit for/» in general. It is only faid 
i /^ that, during that captivity, the land would keep 
" its fabbaths, which it had not been allowed ta 
." do before* 2 Chron. xxxvi, ai* "To fuljil the word 
-'^ of the Lord by the mouth ofjeremiahj until the land 
" had enjoyed her Jabhaths. For as long as fije lay de- 
^^ folate, fie kept tbejahbaih^ to fulfil three/core and ten 
\^^ years. But this is far from amounting to a proof 
.*^ that this captivity was for no other purpofe/' 
But, as in the verfes preceding the words you 
quote, we find it recorded, that the people were 
flainj JerufaJem and the houfe of God deftroyed; 
.^nd the remainder carried away captive. And all 
tJiis, that the land might enjoy her fabbaths, three^ 
Jcore and ten yearSy the time they were in that cap- 
tivity in Babylon. I think, that all this tal^en to- 
gether, amounts to a prefumpdve proof, that in 
that captivity they were piinifhed for that fin only. 
Bot this will appear in a much ftronger light, 

when 
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when confidcrcd conjxinaivcly with the words of 
Mofcs. In Levit. xxvi. 34. where he is evi- 
dently fpeaking of the firft captivity, he fays, 
*' Then fli»li the land enjoy her fabbaths, as long 
" as the land lieth defolate/' &c. And in vcrfc 
36, he fpeaks of this prefent captivity, and which 
on account of its long continuance, he tells thenn, 
verfe 38, 39. ^' And ye fhall perifli* among the 
*' nations, and the land of your enemies (hail eat 
" you up. And they that are left of you fhall 
** pine away in their iniquity^ m your enemies 
** lands: and alfo in the iniquities of their fathers 
<* fhall they pine away with them." This is alfo a 
plain proof that we are fuffering for the fins of our 
fathers, as well as our own. In verfe 40 and 41^ 
he obfervcs, that after th^ir being brought into the 
knd of their enemies, there were two ways, or 
means, by which they might expatiate their crimes, 
viz. Firft, " Or (or if) then their uncircum- 
«* cifed heart be humbled;" that is, fhall have fin- 
cercly repented of all their fins, and have utterly 
forfaken theni. Second, *^ Or they then 'accept 
die punifhmisnt of their iniquity.** That is, they 
receive the fliU punifhment due to their iniquity* 
But neither of thefe ends was accomplifhed dur- 
ing the time of the firft captivity. For although 
thofe that went up from Babylon, (and which were 
but a fmall part of the nation) fafted and prayed> 
as mentioned in the 9th chapter of Nehemiah, yet, 
did they not bumile their uncircumcifed heart \ that 
is, they did not fubdue their evil appetite, by ut- 

t^ly 
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tcrly forfaking their fins, but on the contrary ftill 
continued in many of them. For in the firll 
piace> they had not intirely put away the Arrange 
wonnen. Ibid, xiii, 4, xxiii, 24, &:c. Neither did 
they give the proper portion to the Levites, verfe 
10. They alio profaned the fabbath, as men- 
tioned verfe 15. "In thefe days faw I in Judah 
" fome treading wine prefles on the fabbath, and 
*' bringing in Iheaves, and lading affes, &c. &c, 
" They alfo opprefled one another by ufury/* &c. 
Ibid. V, h iy 3j &c- 

All which is a proof, that they had not made 
a thorough and fincere repentance, fo as to for* 
fake their evil ways : for what fignifies repentance, 
without the relioquilbing of fin ? And therefore, 
the prophet very properly defcribes the repen- 
tance of the Ninevites, by obferving, that tlie 
king faidj *^ Yea, let them turn every one from 
'^ his evil way, and from the violence that is in 
" their hands." Jonah iii, 8. And in verfe 10,, 
he fays, " And God faw their works, that they 
** turned fi-om their evil way/' But he does not 
lay, and God faw their fafting and praying i for that 
would not have availed them, without a thorough 
reformation > and therefore, he very properly af-* 
cribes their deliverance from the threatened danger, 
to their departure from their evil ways. But this, 
the Jewilh nation did not do at their return from 
Babylon j and much lefs during the time of the 
fecond temple, as I have obferved in mf firft 
Letters* And which is a demonftration, that they 

did 




did |y0e efi^ft the fii«ft method propoi^d fbr tK^ 
redei^pcito. As to the fccood, the fiiU punilh- 
mtnt of their iniquity; AatI have already fliewn 
they did not receive, on tfcccount of the fhortnefe 
of the captivity, being but fovcnty years^ and 
\rhich it was fpecificd, was to be While the land 
enjoyed and kept her fabbaths. And, as no other 
iin is mentioned as the immediate caufe of the 
firft captivity but this, as ib clear from the words 
above quoted, we muft take it fcr granted; that 
during that captivity, they did not receive an^ 
punifliment for 4ny other crime; • ! . 

- A^ to what you fay^ page *3*r; *"' Befldts,* ia 
^ how capricious and unworthy a mahncr, does 
•* Mr. Levi rcprefent the God of your -fethersi 
•* the ri^teous Judge of all Ae earth, as aAing^' 
^ in punifliing -for one particular firt by a heavy 
* calamity, 'arid- after lhe\ring' alF die marks of 
** fbrgivenefs and reconciliation,* rdervihg his 
•^ greateft irengeance for another fcaf&n, not to 
*' commence till fix hundred years afterwards!.** 
But this is a very unfair conchifion drawn fiomi* 
niy - words : for I never afftrtcd, rfiat God had 
ihewn them all the marks of forgivenefs and^ 
reconciliatioh, and to have referved his ^eateflr 
vengeance for another feafon. On the contrary, 
I aiTerted, that the angel informed Daniel, (firft 
Letters, page 40—44,) that as their fin was very' 
grievots, it would not be atoned foi- by their* 
captivity of feventy years, (and which was not 
attended with any peculiar hardfhips during its- 
continuance. 
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,tontinmnce, as you obferve,) confequently, they 
had not all the marks of forgivtrnp and reconcilia^ 
. tion : but onlyj that God in his infinite mercy, 
was pleafed to grant them this vifitationj Ibid, 
page 41 — 45i 46, &c. Thai they might thereby 
the better be enabled to work their repentance, 
and make an atonement for their fins* But, if 
they fhould not, they were then to go into cap- 
tivity again, and there remain, till they had cither 
thorougiily repented of their fins, or had received 
the full punilhment for all their iniquities. Now^ I 
would fain alk you, or any candid perfon, whether 
this is reprefenting God as adting in a capricious 
and unworthy manner ? On the contrary, I think 
it will appear plain, that God afted according to 
his eternal juftice, tempered with mercy, in fuf* 
fering tliem to return to their Own land, and thefe^ 
by affording them a better opportunity to expiate 
their fins, than they could otherwife have had. 
But, if they abufed that mercy by not making 
a good ufe of it, his juftice then required, that 
they fliould go into captivity to receive a punifli- 
ment for all their fins, as well thofe committed 
before, as after the faid vifitation. 

You obferve, page 38, '* On the plan of Mr, 
** Levi, even your next reftoration to your coun- 
^* try, will be no proof that God has forgiven 
" your nation all the fins they committed before 
" the Babylomfh captivity, to fay nothing of thofe 
" committed fince." Although, I have fully ex- 
plained the nature of the prefcnt captivity, and 
O that 
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that its long continuance was, that thejT migftt 
therein receive a foil puniflimcnt for all their fins. 
To as to finijh (or confume) tranjgt^ony make an^ 
end ef finsy and to make expiation for iniquity. Yet, 
jIn orddr to remove, even the moft faint ihadow 
•bf the fubftance of an objeftion from your rcafon- 
ing^, I (hall adduce a few prophecies in favour of 
Thy propofition, and then Ihew, that they are ap- 
jjlicabic to none but the prcfent captivity. 

Ifin. xl. I, 2i " Comfort ye, comfort, ye my 
*^ people, faith youf* God. Speak ye to the heart 
** of (or comfortably to) Jerufalem, and cry unto 
*^ ftcr, that her warefare (or appointed time) is ac- 
** eotnpiiihed, that her iniquity is pardoned ; for 
^ flic hath received of the Loko's hands double 
«• for all her fins." Jerem. xxxi. 8, 9. ^* Behold, I 
^* win bring them from the north country, and ga- 
*• ther therti from the coafts of the earth, and with 
^* them the blind and the lame, the woman with 
•* child, and her that travaileth with ihild to- 
«* gefher, a great company. They fh^l come 
** with weeping, and with fuppEcations will I 
** lead them; 1 will caufe them to walk by the 
•* rivers of waters, in a fl:rait way wherein they 
^ ftiall hot ftumble : for I am a father to Ilracl, 
'' and F.phraim is my firfl: born.*' Ibid, xxxiii, 
% 8. " And 1 will caufe the captivity^ of Judah, 
^ and the captivity of Ifrael to return, and will 
^* build them as at the firft. And I will cleanfe 
•' them from all their iniquity, whereby they 
^f hfive fmned againit me^ and I will pardon all 

•« their 
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^ ^hcir iniquities whereby they have finnedj and 
^f whereby they have tranfgreflfcd againft me.*' 
In Ezek. xi. i6, 17, &c- " Therefore fay, Thus 
" faith the Lord God, although I have cad thctn 
'^ far off among the nations, and although I have 
*^ fcattercd them among the countries, yet will I 
'^ be to them as a little fanduary in the cqiintrii^s 
'* where they ihall come. Therefore fay. Thus 
" faith the Lord God, I will even gadier you 
*^ from the people, and aflemble you out of the 
" countries where ye have been fcattcred, and I 
" will give you the land of Ifrael And they 
'* fhall come thither, and they Ihali take away all 
*' the deteftable things tlicrcof, and all the abojiii- 
^' na4:ions thereof from thence. And I will give 
" them one heart, and I will put a new fpirit ' 
'* within you, and I will take the ftony heart out 
[** of their flefb, and 1 will give thqm an heart of 
[f* flefh, that they may walk in my ftatutes, aod 
'^ keep mine ordinances, and do them," &c. Ibid. 
L^xxvi* 22. " Therefore fay unto tke houfe of, 
[** Ifrael, Thus faith the Lord God, I do not' 
r* (this) for your lakes, O houfe of Ifrael, hut 
^ *' for mine holy name's fake^ which ye have pro- 
*' faned among the nations, whither ye went," &c* 
And verfe 24, &c. ** For I will take you from 
'* among the nations, and gather you out of all 
" countries, and will bring you into your own 
** land. Then will I fprinkle clean water i^pon 
*** you, and ye (hall be cleans from all your 
" fikhinefs, and from all your idols will I ckanfe 
O 2 ** you. 
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y yw. A new hftart alfo will I give "you, and j 

" new fpirit lyill I put within you," &c. &c. Verfe 

33. ** Thus faith the. Lord God, .In the day 

" that I fliall have deanfcd you fronn all your 

*' iniquities^ I will caufc you to dwell in th? 

** cities,'* &c. Ibid. X3avii. ai, 12, &c. *' AmJ 

'** fay unto them. Thus faith the Lord God, Be- 

•* hold, I will take thfc children of Ifrael from 

^^ apfiong the nations whither they be gOne, and 

^ will gather them on every fide, and bring them 

*^ into itheir own land. And I will make theni 

^^ one nation in the laild upon the mountains of 

^* Ifrael, and one king fliall be king to them all : 

'^* and they Ihall be no more two nations, neither 

f^ftall they be divided into two kingdoms any 

f^ more at all : neither ftiali they defile then>felves 

^^ any morp with their idols, nor with their d^- 

^ teftabie things^ j^ok ^itfj any or their 

f* TRANSGRESSIONS ; but I wiU fevc them out 

?*of ail thtir dwelling-places, where they have 

^^ finncdj and will clcanfe them: fp fhall they be 

f* my people, and I will be their God. And 

"^ David my fervwt (fliall be) king over them: 

"♦^and they all fliall have otit fliepherd: thev 

■^ ihall alfo walk in my judgments, apdobfcryc 

f* my ftatutcs, And 4o thero," &:c. *' Mortover^ I 

' ^ will make a covenant of peace with them j it flaall 

> be all ifyERLASTiNG covenant with them rand 

•f*I will place them, artd multiply them, and will 

f* fct my fanftuary in the midft: of them fdr ever- 

^^more.'^ ' ' ' ' '' '' 

Tliefe 
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Theie prophecies, befides a number of others, 
clearly prove, that in this prelopt captivity, wc 
^re to be cleanfed from all our iniquities, &c. 
And what is of ftlll greater confequence, we arc 
aflTured^ that we fhall never return tu them any 
more, becaufe the heart of ftonc will be taken 
from us, and a new heart and a new fpririt givea 
unto US| that we may conpii)ue tq walk in God's 
ftatutt^s and judgments for ever* 

Before I conclude this letter, I muft take no- 
tice of what you fay, page 46. *^By Mr, Levi'^ 
^* own confeffion, there was a Meffiah cut off 
*^ about that time, and who could this be but 
*5 Jeftis?" But, dear Sir, you muft furety have 
paid no attention either to Scripture, or profane 
hiftory, when you wrote this. For from the fif- 
teenth of Hberias C^far, to the deftruftion of 
the temple by Titus, was upwards of forty years* 
Now, if the anointed was to be cut off after the 
fixty-nine weeks, and in the one half of the feven- 
tieth week, the facrificc, and the oblation was ta 
be made to ceafe, and in the other, the defolation 
was to take place, as is manifeft from the words of 
the prophecy, it is clear, according to hiftory, that 
Jefus could not be the perfon j becaufe, as 1 have 
obferved, that from the time of his fuffering, to 
the deftroftion of the temple, which was to be 
accompliftied in the feven tieth week, was forty 
years. 

I am^ Sir, 

Youi 's, &c. 

p. LEyL 
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REV. SIR, 

T Received your volume, indded, ^^ The One 
^ '^ Great Argument for the Truth of Chrifti- 
'* anity," &c. from Mr. Johofen^ my pubiiiher; 
for which, I thus puWickly return you my moft 
fincere thanks. And this, I think myfclf under 
the greater obligation to do, becaufe, as I under- 
stand, your folje motive was the hope that it 
would lead me to embrace what you think to be 
the truth. This being the cafe, you may be af- 
fored, I read it with the grcateft attention. But, 
judge of my furprife, when I found, that, a pro* 
phecy, which you call " One Great Argument for 
*' the Truth of Chriftianity," and which as you ob- 
ferve, page 7s " When it is rightly explained, 
** fuch is its clearnefs, — fuch its force,— and fuch* 
** its perfpicuity and preciiion,-^that the whole 
" dilpute between Jews and Chriftians, might be 
♦* brought to an iflue, upon this very point,— nay, 
^'-reven the whole argument for Chriftianity, 
^ might be refted upon the wondeiful completion 
" of this prediftion, as delivered by the prophet 
" Ifaiah, and referred to by the Evangelift Su 
** Matthew," did not contain one folid rcafon, to 
prove iu right to the title of " One Great Argu- 
ment 



iii LET T ERS TO 

ment for the Truth of Cliriftianity." And thercfdre^i 
I do not wonder, that all former commentators (as 
you obferve, page 6,) have not been able to de- 
rive anjr ftrength from it, to the evidences of 
Chriftianity. For in truth, it hath not the leaft 
reference to an event that, as it is pretended, was 
to take place almoft fix hundred yeah after. And 
this, every perfbn tfbnverfant irl the Hebrew, is 
fully fenfible of; and therefore, iinlefs they had 
underftood it in a different fenfe from what yoti do, 
they were fenfible, they mufl: have done great vio- 
lence to the text. This, Sir, I apprehend, eafily 
accounts for your fuppofing that they totally miP 
underftood itj becaufe they attempted to explain 
it in a manner, as nearly as poffible (confiftent with 
their hypathefis,) in agreement with the original 
Hebrew J rightly judging, that ill a fubjeft offuch 
importance, no dependance ought to be placed on 
tranflations, however eorreft, while recourfe rtiay 
be had to the original. This^ naturally leads mc 
to take notice of what you obferve, (Infroduftibrt^ 
page 23,) " That all the alterations made in the 
" tranflation are taken from the Sei*tuaginTj not* 
" from the Hebrew.'* And the ireafori of which, 
you honeftly confefs to be, your ^* ignorance of the 
^ latter language." Now, though I highly ad- 
mire, nay, I may fay, almoft revere you, for this 
candid confeflion, and which certainly indicates, a 
great and noble mind, in love with truth, yet^ I 
muft tell you plainly, that to criticife on Scripture, 
requires not only a great knowledge in the He- ^ 

brcw^ 
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brewi but alfo a thorough acquaintance with the 
idiom and pbrafeoh^ of the Sacred Language, in 
which the prophecies were delivered'*^, as will be 
perceived in myexplanationof the prophecy* I muft 
alfo tell yoUj Sir, chat it is not my intention in thefe 
Letters to follow you page by page, through both 
your Lectures : and that, for the following reafons. 
Firftj becaufe, it would fwell thefe Letters alone 
to the bulk of a volume* Second> bccaufe it 
appears to me, that your hypothefis is founded 
upon miftaken principles, confequently, I have 
nothing to do but to cxpofe the futility of them, 
by Chewing the true meaning of the words of the 
prophet : for if the foundation is once proved to 
be rotten, the fuperftrufture muft fall of cQurfe. 
Third, beCaufe, this prophecy will naturally fall 
under review in my Diflertadon on the Frg- 
phecics, I therefore, Iliall only take notice of 
the prophecy, beginning at the tenth verfe, and 
ending at the fixteenth. If you Ihould think 
popcr to make any objctftions to my explanation 
of the words of the prophet, and they fliould ap- 
pear before my Diilercation on the Prophecies goe^ 
to prefs, I purpofe paying due attentiou tp th^m, 
in the faid Differtation. I am. 

With the greateft refped. 
Rev. Sir, 
Your very humble Servant. 

D. LEVL 



♦ Sec Lingua Sacra, Radix. IKtt^. 



l^TTER 



r "4 ) 

L E T T E R IL 

An Explanatim of thi y^b Chapter of Ifaiaby from 
verfe lo, to i6, inclufive. 

. KEV# Slk. 

AGREEABLE to what I intimated in the pre- 
ceding Letter, of not following you page by 
page, I now purpofe taking a review of the pro- 
phecy. But, before I enter thereon, it will be 
proper to explain fome words ufcd by the pro-^ 
phct, as that will be the means of faving niuch 
trouble and corifufipn in fettling the fubjeft in 
debate. 

. Firft, ^^\ this is derived from the root ^% 
*to add| exceed, &c. And therefore, properly 
. denotes and he added: that is, he added this to 
the preceding: i..<r. he continued the difcourfc. 
This, is the true fenfe of the word; efpecially, 
if we confider that the 1 van conjunftiv^ always 
ufed in Hebrew * to join periods and fentences 
together, is prefixed to it. Second, -T)^^, This, 
in its primary fenfe denotes aftgny or mark\. As, 
vrcyrfwk >?, it is ajgn. Exod. xxi. 1,3. r\\\^ r\ik^ 
r^^l^O This is /;&^ token of the covenant. Q^n. 
ix. 1 2. T\ni^ /rtN^ TT'JV^ And it (hall htfor a token 
of the covenant. ^ Ibid xvii. 11. ^X rist^) 0^"J?^R|^ 
^7^^ And thou fhalt bind them for a fign upon 

<^ Sec Lingua Sacra, Part. I. chap. ix. feft. 3. page 137. 
t Ibid. Part. II. jRadix. rm* 

thine 
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thine hand, Deut. vi, 8. Hxito^^^*^ byitf^}^ Every 
man by his ftandard, with the enfigns, Numb^ ii. 
2. Befides a number of other paffages in Scrip- 
turCj by far too numerous to be adduced here. 
Hence it is manifeft, the word ^^^ was not ufed 
by the prophet to denote a great and ftupendous 
miracle, bgt only a fign of their deliverance from 
thrir then trouble- And in the fame fenfej does 
the prophet ufe the term in chap, viii, i8. *^ Be- 
*^ hold, I and th^ children whom the Lord hath 
** given me, are for figns and for wonders in 
'* Ifrael." Now, it is clear, I prefume, that the 
birth of the prophet's children was not in a mi- 
raculous manner> but in the natural way, the 
fame as other children : as it was by their names 
only, they were accounted as figns to the children 
of Ifrael: for as Shear-jashub fignified a rem- 
nant ftiall return^ or be faved, the prophet's fon 
was fo called^ in order to be a fign to them of 
that event The fame of Maher-fhalal-hafh-baz, 
And thus alfo was the child that was to be called 
Immanuel, to be a fign that God was with thenii 
i. e. was their affiftaoce \ and therefore their ene- 
mies would not be able to prevail againft them* 
Third, ^^ and Tt[)^T\^ both derived from the 
Radix TV^^ to weary \ fatigue, &<:• But they do 
by no means denote to contend. Fourth, ^9^ 
denotes a young woman ; being derived from objj, 
A youth, ftripling^ &c As, oSynnppin Whofc 



• See Lingua Sacra, Radix D^y. 
P 2 



fon 



fon is this^firiflh^f i ^am, xvii, 56, •«l»rtS.0M1 
t*^ But if 1 '{ay thus um the young m^tn^ Ibid. 
«. 22. Now^ as D!?y « the Mafc. and dcno^csi 
a ycung mOffi fo fvA^ being |he feon. denotes ^i 
^ung woman: whether ihe hath been acquainted 
with man or not, I rpuft however, obfprve^ that 
it is n(*ver ufed in thp Hebrew, to 4pn6tc fimply 
a virgin: \>ut only in th^ fanqie fcnfe »s n;s^3% 
a damfeh That this is the real meaning oif th? 
word •^^ is ci?ar frono Spripture^ for whenever 
it would particularly poin^ Wt tg us n Vir^in^ in 
the ftrifl: fenfe of the word^ jt nial^es ufe of th<J 
term ifj^/T2tf a yikoin i as will be clearly per* 
ccivcd from what fijUpws* 3>*0 I^t^ npjspn nvi^ 
And it fhall com^ to p^s, that tbi young woman 
which popiethputto dr*w.(water), Gent xxiv, 43, 
JIp-Ci the fcryant cj^prcffed hi^nfc^f i'^ genera^ 
(ern^i and as a proof of- tl^s, he yfes the term 
nijy^ in yerfe 14, sjs lynpninioui* But, when 
Scripture fpeaks of her, and would imprefs our 
•ipinds wi^tb 2j^ ide^ of heir, purity, it does not uic 
the term H'^Jjf^ only, becaufe that, would iiotbe 
fufficicntly e^^prdjlrc as may4s!c,pcrceivad-in thfc 

.IWiowing^eai^mpie, J^W '^ f^lP tiw& -njj^nj, 

'-^d thte 4wFifrl!<wa6) viry^Air »plo<3k«rj)oftf (aoi 
r|he yfp)an)irgi», I-bid»i4i. - AiHi't^s,iWh;ft«ce ft| 
nfffm^-os^e uni%:mk«gu«ee/^S€r^re. S4f 

0«ut.ifi»ii. 23— *a«,;&!c...i.*Lii^4..7^ Kfth.ii- % 

i&c. Pflu4| WW taken 

« Lingua Smra/JUdi^.r^a. .\f J144#|^a% ^n3. 

Solomon^ 



pR. C O O P E It. 117 

Solomon, about which fo much hath been faid, In 
order to eftablilb the fenle of the word n^^^J to 
denote a virgin ; but which plainly fhcws that thofe 
who cfpoufe this opinion were far from rightly under- 
ftanding Solomon *. The pafTage, HD^X^ ^?|TJT, 
And the way of a man witk a yaung woman, Fror. 
«cx, I g. It is clear from the context, that Solomon 
did not mean a virgin, but a young woman, of whom 
m^n had already had carnal knowledge j becaufe 
he obfcrves in the preceding verfe, " There be 
^* three (things which) are too wonderful for me, 
^^ yea, four I know not: the way of an eagle in 
^* the air i the way of a fcrpent upon the rock ; 
^* the way of a fliip in the midft of the fea ; and 
f^ the way of 4 man with a young woman. Such^^ 
faith he, *^ (is) the way of an adulterous woman j 
^' fhe eateth and wipeth her mouth, and faith* I 
^' have done no wickedncfs," 

This is an exaft defcription of a woman that 
liath already known man ; for in fuch a cafe, it is 
impofTible to come at the truth of her being de* 
'.filed, or not> unlefs by occular demonftration, as 
flQ mark or track is left whereby to trace it, any 
inore than that of the others .which he had men- 
tioned; but which, it is manifeft, is not the cafe 
with a virgin. From all which it is clear, that 
ff9?4?, in the Hebrew is u fed to denote only _yj?««:^ 
in years, whether it be a married woman, or a maidi 
bat is never ufed' to denote a virgin, in the ftrift 

• Mr, GfanviUe Sharp^ Sec. Sec his Remarks on the Seventk 
Chapter of Jiaiiht page u* 

fenfe 
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^fenfc of the irord. On the contrary, n^VtS is dit 
word always ufed to denote ftriftly a virgin*. 
-I muft farther obfervc, that if »TO^y ftriftly denoted 
^ virgin J we fhouldnotfey of the male D^, any more 
lljan we do ^WT^ from ri^VQ i whereas we fay ^ 
a youth, and niJPg a damfel } D^ a ftripling, br 
.yoiuig man, and nDt^^ a young woman : and the 
i-eaibn of which is obvious i becaufe they only de- 
'note ycutb, in which fituacion both fexes may be : 
tut ^s rm/^3 /imply denotes a Virginia i. e. a woman 
unacquainted with man-, ^^ can by no means be 
;ipplied to the male fex« 

Fifthj VP, is derived from the root W, and which 
denotes tohath^ ahhor^ &c. (See Lingua Sacra, Ra- 
^x Vp* 3d.) but is never ufed to denote to re* 
vcrencty a5 you afiert, page %%%. " This was a land^ 
♦^ therefore, which they were fo far from abhor* 
" KING, that they revbred or revbrrnoed it; 
^' and fp uideed the word might and ouoHf tp 
/f have been tranflated." You fay ferthcr, " It is 
** fo tranflated in fome places of Scripture, Levity 
" xix. 30.— xxvi. 2«*-v*Pfalm* Ixxxix. 7. — cxi, 9.*- 
But, dear Sir, is it poi&ble you can fay this delibe« 
rately ! for my p^rf, I could fcarcely believe my 
pyes when I read it, a3 I judged it almoft impof* 
fible, that a divine of the church of England, in 
the a£t of explaining to his audience^ in the moft 
folemn manner, one of th^ moft important pro- 
phecies in Scripture, (according to his own worda) 

^ And hence TlVlTO is ufedfiguraU^ctiy in •ScrifiQire' tq 
denote kingdoms not brought into fi}b}e^a* ' , ^ 

fhould 
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ihould fo far forget himfclfi as to aflcrt that the 
word Yi?i which denotes to abhor y loalh^ &c* accord- 
ing to the real fcnfe of Hebrew. "Ought to be 
*^ tranflated to revere or reverence; and that it 
*' is thus tranflated in fcvcral parts of Scripture," 
And in proof thereof, ttternpt to produce paflages 
fo tranflated ; but which in reality have no more re- 
lation to the word YtJ, than abhor has to reverence. 
This, is fuch a violent outrage, againft all fenfe and 
meaning of language, as tends to throw cv^ery thing 
into the greatell confufion ; and if alferted delibe- 
rately, in order to miflead, is deferving of the fe- 
vcreft cenfure ; but if owing to ignorance, (as I 
hope is your cafe) is yet, neverthelefs, very reprc- 
henfiblei becaufe, no man ought to prefunne ta 
comment on Scripture, efpecially to corred or alter 
tran nations, that is not perfectly well acquainted 
with the original. And therefore I leave you to 
judge, how great muft be the furprife and aftonifh- 
ment of both your hearers, and readers, when they 
fee it proved to a demonftration, that the examples 
which you have quoted in fupport of your tranfla- 
tion, have not the leaft foundation in truth; but 
on the contrary, are lo direftly oppolite to that fo 
tranflated by you in the pafTage before us, as light 
is to darknefs, or black to white. 

The firft example is from Lcvit. xix. 30- and 

which, for both your and the reader *s better under- 

ftanding, I fliall give in Hebrew and EnglilK 

. WTJ3l^K^^^Q-rnD^if;:y^^»>^4^?/-^^^ Ye fhall keep my 

A j&bbaths and xz shall revirence my fanftuary, 

^L Here 
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Here I grant that •'IHTT^ is pnoperly tranflaSfitd to 
JtBWHENCB, being dcriTed from the radix H^*, To 
rfe^) &CU Byt'furely^ no one in the leaft acquaint- 
ed witk the Hebrew language, will be fo hardy a:s 
to aflfcrti that ti? and W]V> arc fynonimous s- for 
that would be. equal to afferting that' abhor axid 
^vERiNCE.in the Engliih language are alio fyno^ 
nimous; butwhich, I am confident, no man in 
his fenfcs ever didi or ever witt attempt The 
•feme objedbion Kes againft jour fecond example, 
» it contains the exad words of the fkft ; for which 
reafoa 1 (hall forbear quoting it. Yout third ex- 
ample is Pfalm. Ixxxixi 7. In which the word 
tranflated in xiverence, is KT^], niphangl. Parti* 
cip. likcwife derived from *n\ Your fourth ex-- 
ample from Pfalm cxi. 9. is alfo >^^^ derived 
: from the fame as the preceding*, 
y ^ Henc^ the fallacy of your explanation is, I pre- 
fume, clearly proved ; and v^hich plainly fhews what - 
imaU dependance is to be placed, and how little 
leliance can be had on you fcheme; and which I 
may fay, is founded upon error, and fupported by 
iifierdons,that, when looked into, are found to n^ake 
directly againft it. I forbear making any remarks 
on fuch a method of proceeding, becaufe I would 
not wilfully wound your feeHngs : though at the 
fame time, I cannot help faying a few words in vin- 
dication of the charafter of former commentators, 
whom you have fo frequently reprehended;^ and 
for doing of what ? WAy, for not corkbctiko 
that, which did not iland in need^dE aky cor- 

RBCTIO'lf 
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- igfCTidH. This will appear clear from your own 
wards ; for yoq obfervc, pagfi.ai4, ^* J muft take 

^ ^^ notke of ap error in the tranflation of the lat- 
ic XGP claufe jn jhe fixtecnth ycrfe^ which, it is 
^^ truly t^onilhing^ none of the other comineh- 
*' tators ihould have obfervcd and correfted, as 

. «' it is equally ineongnjoua with their interpreta- 
'* tion as mine/' The candid reader will now 
jbe able to j^dge, which is the maft truly aftonifh* 
ing, whiBithtcr the Ibriper cgmmentators not cor- 

' jredting that which did not ftand in iieed of any, 
or your corrcding of an error^ where none ever 
yxiiled; but in doing c^ which^ you havegivto 
j^uch a fenfe to the words, as is dianrietrically op- 
|>oiite> ai;id totally repugnant to its true, real, aifd 
.invariable fenfe. 

Sixth, ^3?9, is derived from the Jioot na), and 
denotes pe^aufe^ &c. (See Lingua Sacra, tadik 
/PS)* Having now explained thefe terms, I jfhall 
yritbout any farther preamble, enter on the explantf* 
fion of the prophecy. ^ 

ff And the Lord continued Ipeaking (or 
f^ added ,to ipeak) tp Ahaz (by the mouth of 
^* the pnophet) faying, Afk thee a fign of the 
V Lord thy God." That is, go not to enquire bf 
Baal Ekron^ ^^ jN ^^^?^ ftrange gods, neither 
fend to the ki^jppf Aflyria for helpj but aflcjt 
ptiht LoRp;^||^T God : he that'Jiath created th& 
world| an4 wjio^ cqinfequently hath power over all % 
andwhoalfo, i>y his particular providence in his 
|uperintjUfdaficc<pf Ifrael, is peculiaHy dieir, and' 

Q^ THV 
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THY God. Of hira, fays the prophet, a(k a figh ; 

of thine own accord require a fign of him, in 

confirniation of the truth of my words. ^* A(k iq 

r *^ the de^th, or in the height above. But Ahaz 

*^ faid, I will not alk> neither will I tempt the 

** Lord.'* This anfwcr of Ahaz, is nothing more 

^ than deep-laid hypocrify and diflimulation, as 

we fhall fee prefently : for though it might at firft 

view appear, as an a6t of piety, by pretending not 

to be willing to tempt God, agreea'ble to what is 

. faid in Deut, vi, ?6. " Ye fhall not tempt the 

«' Lord your God.'* Yet, on a clofe attention 

to the words of the prophet in the fubfequent 

, verfe, it will be found to be a mere deception } 

and tihat Ahaz did adlually not believe in the par^ 

ticular providence of God. This is what Ahaz . 

jineant by fayipg, I will not afk, neither will 1 

rCempt the I^ordj becaufe (fays he) it is but labour 

)Xi vain, as I do npt believe that he gives himfclf 

^ny trouble ^bopt thofe affairs. This is the real 

meaning of Ahaz's impious anfwer, although ex- 

.preffed under the veil of piety. But the truth of 

it being made known to the prophet, he very 

aptly anfwers him as in the next verfe. <^ And he 

^^ faid, Hc^r ye now*, O Hpufe of David, is it a 

fmall 

" * It mull obfervcd, that the cxprcffidn " Hear ye now. 
<^ Q hotife of David," was not to aroufe their attention to th6 
itdportance of the ftupendup^s jfiicade the prophet wai about 
tp fbrj?teU, as yo^ obferye, ^^g? 119. For in truth, no fti^« 
|cn4uous iniraclp was intended, but finely a fign, an^ idudl 
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•^ fmall thing for you to weary men, but will ye 
*^ weary my God alfo ?" Ahaz, fays the prophet, 
I know foil well what you mean ; and though to 
outward appearance it may look as piety, yet ta 
God, who knoweth all fecretSj the truth of it is 
well known i and therefore, although it may ap- 
pear as a fmall thing to weary men, by being able 
to impofe on them in this nfianner, yet I muft tell 
you, it is no fuch eafy matter, thus to impofe on 
my God, by faying one thing and meaning ano- 
ther. *^ Therefore the Lord himfelf fhall giv« 
" you a fign. Behold the young woman hath 
" CONCEIVED, and bearerh afon, and (hall call his 
** name Immanuel/' The young woman here 
mentionedj fecros to be a perfon well known ta 
Ahaz J becaufe the prophet makes ufe of the n de- 
monftrativei as fignifying the definitive article /^^ 9 
i. e. THE young woman there before me, and which 
might have been a daughter of Ahaz, ot ano- 
ther of the royal family, lately married : whereas 
had he fpoken of a perfon intircly unknown to 
Ahaz, he would have faid HD^jfJ a young woman 1 

Is clcsr from the prophet's not afing the terms D^ • JlBto or 
M79« genetall/ ufed in Scripture, to denote flupcniiuoas jni- 
/aclcs. But it was only an expreffion made ufe of by the pro- 
phet, in imitation of our mailer Mofes ; for 3ls he, in fpeaking 
to Kq^rah of Ills rebellioni makes ufe of the exprefiion« " Hear 
*' now, I pray you, yc fons of Levi*'* Numb, xvi. 8, Sg 
alfo Ifaiah faid, " Hear yc now, O howfe of David." Per 
it tvas the conftant praftice of this prophet to attempt to 
imiute Mofes, as may be obfcrvcd^ by companog Deot* 
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ffpcci^Uy if wc confider the corrcftncfe t^ the 
(tyfe <>f this prophet. . AtrAir as t farther proof of 
wh»t I have advoiiccd^ die prof)het makes ufeof 
the prcfcnt tpnfe «"0»7 is with child i i* «» jb«th 
conceived already ; and which he certainly would 
not hay^ done^ Jiad he^meiat a peribn that y^ to 
€0!Keive fix humkcd y^ars after; for Ihea he wodU 
i»ve faid '^I^ aS^i^^^// i:imceive % \mt he OiiiKlc ui^ oC 
the fame language^ as the aiigd <}id to H^£ar# 
when he told her fhe was with diUd, S«e jG^m 
xvi. 11.^^ Butter and honey fliall he eat, ai iris 
^ imvwing to rcfiife the. evil, and cjioofe tibe good< 
^^ For before the child (hati klH>w to r efufe the 
^ evil, and choofe the good, die land fliaU be 
f^ forfaken, which thou abhorreft ucUASSof ix^th 
** its kings/* 

The circumftance of the child's eating buttef 
ind honey, was to denote a ftatc of plenty^ .(a3 
Japchii and Abarbanal juftly obferve> See alio 
Lowdv in Locussn,) and which was IK) arl& from 
their deliverance, (by which peace and pldaqr 
imuld i)e reftorcd) that was to tafccpJacp be^ 
fore the child fhould lyiow to refufe evil, and 
ctioore gooil 5 and which was a&ually accotn- 
pliihed, when the king, of Syria flew Rezin, and 
PoJeathefonof£khflewPekah« SeeaJfecha^, 
vifi; 4- Now, tiiis was a fign, that «hey -C(mM * 
Vffiy rattJ^e!y \ipon, and eafity convift the prophet' 
of uttering a falfehood^ (as, no douBt they wouldC 
Mx?^^.9^ OQ failure tba*eof ;) becauie ic,\^ CjCi^ 
be accomplimed in Ip fliort a.time» 6«it.itwoi4d 
V ^ -^ •->- by 



8iy lib mts&s hAve iM^ the 1^ iinprd&on upon 
mipioas AJia^^ t^ ftave told him ^^f" an ^v^cnt thtt 
iwis to take place fix orfeven hiifit&tfd years s^tor-; 
as he wottkl ntturdly hmre told ihe prophoc, that- 
he was mucb ia tke tight, in fixinj^ (ki fuck a dil^ 
tant period, that neither of them would ever fee. 
I muft alfo obfervex that fey tn^^p^perly render- 
ing the laft claufe of the fixtecnth verky we are not 
only informed wfikrlaAd it Vas that was to b« for- 
&ker^ gnd which they abhorred ; but alfo what 
IS 'of ftill 'greater confequence, the reafon why 
they abhorred it; viz. because of its two kings; 
i. e. becaufe of Ac injuries which they had re- 
ceived from its two kings : fo that the two kings 
of which the land was to be forfaken, are alfo dif- 
tinftly fpecified; and which clearly points out to 
us, the full completion of the prophecy in the 
timcof Ahas, 

As to what you obferve concerning the fceptre 
departing from Judah, appears to me to be fo- 
reign to the fubjedt in debate: for as I have clearly, 
and I hope fatisfaftorlly, proved to every impar- 
tial mind, who the two kings were that the land 
was to be forfaken of, the conclufion drawn from 
that prophecy falls to the ground. But, do not 
think. Sir, that I fay this in order to evade the 
force of it by an examination, becaufe I have 
already explained it in Lingua Sacra, Radix TV ; 
where I have (hewn, that it can by no means bear 
tt^ cxglmmon gjyen of it by Chriftians in ge- 
- '^" * -^ f^ neral. 
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nerali much Itfk that given hf you. And that t 
may not iwell thefe letters to too greatabulk, is 
another reaibn for my declining to take notice oi^ 
it at prefenti but in my Diflertation on the. Pro- 
phecies^ it will be confidered at large. 

Your% &ts 

D. LEVI 
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I.ETTER TP Mr. BICHENO, 

REV. SIR, 

I Received your friendly Addrefs to thp Jews, and 
alfo die letter contaimi^ Rcnharks on my An- 
fwer to pi. Prkftlcy's.Firft,Lettcr$.to t{iejews^ 
from your frieod ; for which I return you ihjf moft 
fincere thanks : and I am happy to find in it^ that 
true ipirit of candour and liberality^ io peceflary 
(#Miiiqiiirfpfduimturei but which I amforrj 
to fay, I have pot experienced from fome of mj 
opponents*. ; . ^ 

What yoi| pbfavc^ pa^ 7, *' Free wd unbir 
^ aflfed inquiry is the glory of humap nature. 
" To be a heathen, a JcWj or a Chriftian, becaufe 
<^ our Others were fo, is unbecoming any rpafbn* 
f^. ahip ei c a t uf c^ arrived at years of underifainding;. 
*^ That man. is of no reli^on» whofe prc^flion is 
*' not from convidion ; and there can be no con- 
'* vicUon but from inquny. He i^ho grounds his 
'^ ^4^ <^.die authority of oikcrip and then ftiidie% 
<< only for confirmaQon, fecks not truth by the 
^ light of truth, and is therefore ever liable to 
'^ embrace fallehood ; and fhould he be fo very 
<' fortun^^ as to e^bjape.tti^^ in.ium ^ is no 

^ ktA-tioStAti alias An&ljn Bayly, and J. H. Swaia. 

** virtue/^ 



LitTfift ta Mr. fltCftENd. li'^ 

«^ virtue." Pcrfcftly coiftcides with mjif jirinciplcsi 
as you may perhaps have obftrveid iil my Ahfwcr 
to Dr. PrieftleyVFirft Letters, page 9I-— 9J* Ahd^ 
I cannot forbear oblerving, that wHo^vcr attempts* 
to ftiflc a: freej and candid inquiry of thii tUMxtc, 
is an enemy ta truths and tru^ religions. 

This inquiry, I purpofe condufting on a moft 
exteofive fcale> and ih a manner^ (as appears ta 
irje, abd thofe Chriftians to whom I have coiift-' 
municated my plan)- the mOft juftj fair^ and equi-^ 
taW^ras-WeU as die leaft objeftionable. I mean a 
Differcatwi on the Prophecies. It is to confift dt 
twd parts : Part I, to contain all fuch prophecies 
asbcfth Jews and Chriftians apply to the Mefliah: 
-7-and Part II, all fuch, as Chriftians only apply to 
him* By this nieans^ not a fingie prophecy will 
be omitted, but all will be brought under review. ■ 
The IMPARTIAL PUBLIC will then be able to judgCr 
Off which fide truth lies i and to that tribunal we 
ought both of us chcarfuUy- ta fubn^it, as it 
icldoin errs in its judgment, for yOu kho'ttr;- Sir/ 
Fifx pcpulh wx Biii 

This, Sir, is oioc rcalbn for my not cnbeiing in- 
to an examination of the parallel pafiagrSji otptoBf^ 
pkcfcies, produced' by ' you, Mr- Sfl;4ifr, or jfiistf^^ 
^frrmTir^as Anf^m Baytly^ in fupport of ChKft'sr'^ 
divinity ; becaufc they' will naturaffly ftB" utsd*" 
my review in thar DliR;rtaticm* 

As w y©df Rfdmaiis ofl- titf AnfinK^ t«y*Pf.' 

tkem aofikmt' in iierpittfdmg^fftf^ 
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phlet, in my Anfwer to his Second Lettewj I 
Ihall therefore forbear taking any farther notice of 
them at prefent, as it would only lead to a repeti- 
tipn of what I have there obferved. 

, Your prophccy> from Ifaiahjvii. 14. mentioned 
page 25, you will find fully, and I hope fatisfec- 
tdrily anfwered in my Letters to Dr. Cooper, which 
immediately precede your's* Of confequcnce, there 
is-fcarcely any thing clfe in your pamphlet that I 
recoUeft worthy of notice at prefent. 

One thing, however, I cannot avoid taking no- 
tice of, becaule you mention it more than once, 
(page 37, 40> &c*) viz. the peace that was to take 
place at the coming of the Mcfliah ; but which 
feems to be flatly cantradidbed by what you affert 
page 7 : for you there fay, " It muft be owned, to 
*'• the rcproachof profciringChriftians, that through 
"» the impiety of their lives, their corruptions of 
^^ the Ghriftian doftrine, their intolerance towards 
H. each other, and their perfecutiofts of your na- 
*V tioQ," &c. &(:. Here you have at once given 
us a moft horrid pifture of the peaceable king- 
dorh* of the Meffiah, if Chriftianity be it -, for as 
to^what you obfervc prefently after, in order (as 
Lapprehei>d) to meliorate its features, dojss not 
mOnd it in the leaft, as will appear firomyour own 
words, as fpUow. *^ Yet,, feeing chefe are no teft- 
** of the truth or falfehood of our Scriptures, any 
^[-tpof^ thai> the idolatry and other bad prafkioes 
^ jofyour foisfa,t;hers^ wci:e of the truth or &lfe« 
• *i hood of ^e. laws of Mofcs.'' But this argu-». 

ment 
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mcnt is a mere fallacy, founded on erroneous prin- 
ciples* For though I freely graiit, that perfecii- 
tion, intolerance, &c. are no teft of the truth or 
falfehood of your Scriptures, any more than 
idolatry, &c. was the teft of ours ; yet, do I infift 
upon it, that perfecution, bloodlhed, &c. is a teft of 
the truth or falfehood of the Meffiah,whofe charac- 
teriftic was to be peace j as may be proved from a 
number of prophecies (which I can produce, if ne- 
ceffary,) as well as thofe quotedby you, page 37,40, 
&c, Mr. Swain alfo, in page 40, calls the Mcfliah, 
the prince of peace. Hence it is manifeft^ that -as one 
of the principal marks of the Mefliah,is the univerfal 
peace that is to prevail at his coming, it is evident, 
that its opppfite, viz. war, bloodlhed, &c. muft 
be allowed to be a proper teft of the truth or 
^falfehood of the perfpn of the Meffiah. For 4f a 
kingdom, which we are informed by the prophecies, 
is to confift of UNIVERSAL peajce, is found to con- 
tain little elfe but intolerance^ perfecutionsy bloodjhedy 
majjacresy &c. it is a fure and infallible lign, that 
it cannot be the kingdom fo foretold. Of this, 
you feem to be & fenfible, that you endeavour to 
evade the force of it, by afking (page 72) " Have 
*' the prophets any where faid that the doftrine 
*' of the Mefliah's kingdom, would injiantaneoufly 
*' produce its great effefts, in enlightening the 
^^ Gentiles, in taming the ferocity, and in/ubdu- 
** ing the wickednefs of men : fo that they fhall' 
" no longer hurt or deftroy ?" You aniwer, 
" No." But I fay. Yes, undoubtedly j aad which 
• R 2 may 



jx^yi^^^Jly proved from dig vtxy. pipphwy 
ypu ther^ quote, vi?, Jfaiaji, xit ip^ 1 1, lo both 
yhich vei^s, it fays, ^^ In ft^af day.'* N9^W if 
<bere is wy meaning in language, in thai day cer- 
j;^njy rrie^ns at that tinig i i. e. th^ time of the 
>f^\4h. N^y;» I Jpay fay, jeviyi l)jpfor.^ the com^ 
i|^ of the Mefli^hi as will fee ih^WP in Jthe fequel : 
/q that it will t^c place ii^JlantfneQuJlyy hccaufe^ 
i^^% is thjc principal ofiice of Elijah, the forcrjanner 
of the Mcfli^. But you are obliged to ajcknow^ 
Ipdgc, ibid, that <^ The doftjine of Jcfus iath 
f^ not ypt produced ^11 the effefts which the pro- 
.5f frfiefs predifted/* Whatj in ^moft eightmk 
.IfyifpRED YEARS hath the dodrinc of Jefus no? 
|SfQdu«ed i\\ the effe6):s, which the prpphefs have 
Ijredifted to &e fulfilled in the pcrfon pf the Mef^ 
/lah ! Why tbgn, I think, it is a prefbnciptivc proof, 
ih^f he ca|)00t ^e the Mefiiah fo predided by the 
|irophet$* Thi? will U^ oiore folly evinced horn 
,|h? words of Jefus hioifelf Matth.x. 34* ^^ThinH 
¥ ppt that I am come to fend peacc,Qa4:artb;,I 
^. <^ry^ not to fend peac?, but a fword For I^ 
55 ^m come to let a inan at variance aga^ hU 
\\ father, and the daughter againft hef niother, 
Vi ^nd the daughter-in-lavy aga^i^ }|er tnodier-in^r 
U, Uw i aa4 a man's fats Jball h they of his own 
4 h9uichol4?" In Luke, xii, ft, he fays, ^* Sup- 
f.* poic y? th^t I am come tp give peaae on earth ^ 
5[ J.,t?U you, nay, but rather diawfiopi. For ,fcort» 
y^^Q^iKtk there ^haU be five in^ one houfe di- 
ff WfJsd^ tlirfc ag;aii)|lt ^7% an^.M^ i^amft^ee, 

« The 



<* The f«i*er Ihali be 4iViide4 agfCiijft tiiie fi** M 
** the foa againft .the father ; the «iWher ^gtuiH 
^^ the daughter, and ^he ^giighter ^vgaiuft the mor 
^' ther; the mother -inrlgw .ag^iiift her dau^tov 
<' inJaw, andti^daught^r^OnliiWi^aiaft herjnop- 
f^ th€r4fl-law." N<w, what f^9 jthj^fe y^oxd^ sS 
Jefijs mean but this ? You^ fay^ hje, peaking to 
\ds difciplesy &c. fuppore; accoj^ing {p the pro^ 
phets, that th^ &$efiiah'« Idi^Qn) i^ xq \k % 
pea,ceable one, (as tjiey a6tuall/ ^4» ^ h c\eu 
from fever^ parts of rfie N^w T^fljmn&At) ^ coo- 
Afting of univerial peace; pfcourfe, yoy fuj^KH^ 
Iihfit I ao) come to give this peac(?, But'thisi I teU 
you, you muft npt expeft^ igcie, fi>r I. am f0 far 
fromgiviiig peace, that on ithe cogtrary, I vn cpioe 
fo give aJviQrd^ divifiony Sfc, Ca^ this, nPVi Sio 
\yt the Mcffiah foretold by t^e prophffs? for.hff 
has given adefcription ofhimftlf, that is as dia- 
metrically oppofitc to.tht charadter of the Mefliah, 
^ allowed on all hands to be foretold by the pro- 
phets, as Ujght 18 to darknefs. Confider, I be- 
.fcech you. Sir, your own words, page 86, *^ A 
«• meflenger whom all the Jewifli nation took for 
^* a prophet announced his approach." This, I 
fuppofc, you found on Matth. xi. 14. " This is 
^' Elias which was for to come." Now, this ex- 
preffion of Matthew is founded on the prophecy of 
Malach. iv. 5, 6, " Behold, I will fend you Eli- 
^' jah the prophet, &c. And he Ihall turn the 
^* heart of the fathers to the children, and the 
(^ heart: of ^ children to their fathers, left I come 

"and 
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^« fmitc the earth with a curfe.'- And, agreeable 
to this prophecy, the Evangelift endeavours to 
imprefs on our mind the idea of John's being the 
Elias fo foretold, and who was to effedt this uni- 
verfal peace and unaninuty among mankind : for 
Luke, chap, i. ij. fays, *^ And he fhall go before 
^* him in the fpirit and power of Elias, to turn 
<^ the hearts of the fathers to the children,'* &c. 
But, whoever ferioufly confiders the words of Je* 
fus above cited, muft be fully convinced, that 
John could not be the Elias foretold by the pro- 
phet, nor Jefus the Mefliahj becaufe the cha- 
rafter of Jefus, as given by himfclfi fo flatly con- 
tradidted the words of the prophet. That the 
Almighty God^ the God of our fathers, Abraham, 
Ifaac, and Jacob, may be pleafed to lead you into 
the path of truth, is the fincere wifh o^ 

Sir; 
Your true friend, ai^ 

Humble fcrvant> 

D. LEVI, 
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L^TTER Tp^ Pr- ^KrRAU'TER. 

Rev. Sir, 

I Hive read your examinacion ofmyobjeftions in 
my Letters to Dr. Prieftley, concerning which 
I fiialJ at picfcflnrfar a few wardsr As to your 
cxan^inatioh of the J ff, ad, ^d, and 6th ofrhy 
objeftions, I muft inform you, that you will find 
them anfwered in niy prefent Letters to Dr, 
Prieftley, in the preceding part of this pamphlet : 
I fhall-thei'efere, in this letter, only take notice of 
your 4th pbjeftion, viz. the fending of the devils 
into the herd of f wine ^ by which they ran into the 
fea and were dejiroyed. 

Be£>De. I .proceed xo cohfidcrryour cxaminatidn 
of this objeftion, I muft firft remark, that I havtr 
already obferved, (pAge 4^3) that the ex$rcifirig or 
cajiing out devils, was no proof of a divine miffion 1 
becaufe, as I. have there fji^wo, the heathens, &c. 
alfo laid claim to the working of fuch miracles ; 
andinvfucb^^ mimner, thati'ChriftiaiiS thensf^icPiet^ 
were not able to deny, or dfeteft it. This being 
premifed, it will be proper to inquire, whether 
(as you obferve, page 40,) Jefus did "aftually 
" feud the devils into thto-herd- q( fwine, and fb 
•* c»i«-thcia?to run into the fea and perifh !'* 
I do not mean that part of the argument you 
makeufe of^ viz. the diftindion between jpermiir- 
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iin^ ind/ending j btcaufe, that is a ihere fallacy 5 
for if they could not enter into the herd of fwinc 
Without his permiflioh, as is manifeft from their be- 
leeching him iojuffer them to enter; and as it riiuft 
be allowed, that he knew the confequence of fuch 
permifTion, would be the deftruftion of the Iwinc> 
it is indifferent, whether he permitted, or fcnt 
them, finde the effeft was equally the fame; ani 
ivhich dould hot hav€ come to pafs without his 
confent ? of courfe, he muft be relponfible for the 
Ibfs of the (wine 5 confequently^ this obfervation of 
yours, does not in the leaft weaken the force of 
my otyeftion. But what I mean is, whether, ac- 
cording to the Gofpel account of this miracle^ i€ 
was adually performed. What makes me doubt 
it, is your own obfervation t for you fay, page 43^ 
" Is it not then ftrange that others, and that eVcA 
^^ now-a-days, fliould ojBciouQy undertake to via- 
*^ dicate their rights, and to fue for their loffeii 
" and liill more ftrange^ that Jews fhould ? Cflfl 
** this be an cfFeft of tendcrnefs and lote of 
" juftice ? For all which can be faid fof them 
*' amounts to thisj What right had Jefiis tQ 
^* caufc the deftruftion of another man's property ? 
" What, if I ftiould return the queftion^ tod aflc^ 
^^ What right had this people to feed herds of 
" fwine in a country by the laws pf which thcjr 
** were forbidden food, defiling the inhabitants, 
*^ and where they muft be a h^if«rCc ?'* 1*hls, is 
mA ccrkinly itrue. Sir, arid iFier?f<>re, X ^o hot 
think if credible ihat there were ^y b^JKl of iM^&.e 

S ^ ' > 
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in the country. What (hould Jews do with (wine? 
for they are not only forbidden to eat fwine's flefh^ 
but are alfo forbid to touch the carcafe *, that thcjT 
might not defile themfelves. This, I think, is a 
prefumptive proof, that this miracle was not li- 
terally performed. And if it was, it muft appear to 
every impartial perfon, to be a great piece of in- 
juftice done to the proprietors of the fwine ; and 
I infill upon it, that Jefus had no right to deftroy 
the property of thofe men, efpecially, if as I think, 
it is clear, that he might have freed the country 
from them, in a far more eligible manner: for 
could he not ha v* bound them down into the 
bottomlcfs pit, and then, not only that country, 
but every other, would have been intirely fi-ced 
from them ? Befides, as the legion was confined 
in one, or two men, where was the neceflity for 
tiieir entering all the herds of fwine ? Would it not 
have been more eligible (eft Jefus to have permit- 
ed, or commanded them to have entered into 
one or two of the fwine, fo that thefe only would 
then have perifhed, and which neither I, nor any 
one elfe, could have accounted any great injury,^ 
confidering the great benefit derived therefi-om, if 
the country was actually freed fi-om the demons- 
thereby ? whereas the method he purfucd, (if for 
argument's fake I allow the miracle |) will be 

found 

• Levit. xi. 8. and Dcut. xiv. 8. 

t i cannot forbear taking notice in thb place, of what Mr* 
Swain dbferves cottcerning my obje&ion to this mira^f for^ 
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found not to be the way to free the country from 
them, as appears from your own account of the 
miracle : for you fay, page 46, " If the devils 
^' were not to be left at large, but to be confined 
" and debarred from entering into men, wha-c 
^' prerogative or privilege had thefe herds of fwine 
*' before other animals, in this or any other couh- 
^^ try, (elpecially, as in all probability they were 
" the only ones near at hand) that the devils 
" fhould not be peraiitted to enter into them, 
" when to their own coft, they defired it ? On 
*^ the contrary, as with them, and perhaps them 
^^ only, the effeft was, that they ran into the fea 
" and perifhed in the waters, their being poffefled 
^^ could not have any Turther ill confequence for 
'* other creatures : and they themfelves were foon 
" freed from the torture ; inftead of which, the 
<* devils brought upon themfelves a punifhment, 

lie fays, page 65, " He (the Jew) allows the miracle, 
'^ but difputes the aathority of Chrift. la other words, he 
<' allows that Chrifl could work miracles, but denies that theyr 
'« were performed by the power of God.'* But, here it is 
plain, |tbaf Mr. Swain has totally miflaken my meaning : for 
I never allowed the miracle, as may be perceived from my 
obfervation on the miracles, (page 77, 81,) *' That they were 
fcarcelyy «/? or rational,*' I then (hewed their injuftice and ir- 
rationality ; and as it muft be allowed, that every miracle per- 
formed by the power of <jod, muft certainly be both jufi and 
rational. It is clear, that my intention was to fhew, that as 
thofe miracles contained manife(t %n9 of injuftice and irra- 
tionality, unworthy of God, and inconiiftent with his attri- 
butes; that confequently, I did not beliere, that they ever 
were wrought. 

S 2 '' which 
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^ which dicy were a^d <rfi and wilhcd tq s^void^ 
• but whereby the whole continent was Ofiqe foj; 
^ all relieved firom die fear of fo formidable a hcl- 
^ lifh leftanr 

But, dear Sir, unleis you c^n clcgrly and fatif- 
feftorily prove, that the drowning of the devil^ 
f^as a punifhment that they were afraid of^ and tha( 
it was the antj and Arj? way to dcftroy themj^.and 
jtkI the country of thinn, fb that they might no 
more be able to enter into ipen, you have donq 
nothing to weal^en the fprce of my objection ; an4 
which I apprehend you are unable tp dO;, ac^ordi 
iii^ to your fcheme. What ! to drown a devil th§ 
bcft way to ticftrpy him ! You muft fiirely. Sir, 
hJVe a Tcry confined notion of dpvils, if you thinlj 
they can be dcftroycd by drowning^; — or that they 
are oiade of luch loaterials that they qannot fwiiq 
wttbodt cofk :— or do you fuppole, diat the fwing 
wpre lb extraordinary (at and plump, (being fed in 
FokftmCt ^ ^an<i di>^4ng with milk aad honey) 
|h4t ihctr wei^t made the ^cry de^nls^ fink ? If 
yiw vks I muft teli you plainly, that the idea which 
^u Sxve tormcd coaccining what kind of being 
\^yU b^ siiSet:> wideljr 6oai what I ever undcfn 
l^iiyd sow Scriptunr'*> or hwe lead^oa the fubjeft^ 

Nay, 

V^ ^^ %d*ik«^<M'Qr^AnK4;^ iwl ia i Sinu xxviii. wp 
Ni^^^^^^^Kihte. ^JawputcfiiKOldTdN* 

.>^MMM^ i^iifcfiteiiMa£jtaki^wiAaApQaks»ttdlii»f 

ftmfi 
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Jfay^from the very paflage ufejf Mndcr coafldeni- 
tion : for if tUefe djc|iw)n§ had po^a; tcyen^t iatx?^ 
and abide in thefe den;icmiacks uop^rceived by t;hc 
human eye j ^d aJip thus fuddcnly ;o ^t^r into* 
the whole herds of the fwine^ it h manifefl:, th^j- 
niuft h^ye been fpjrits; but yw nfi^ not relf 
on my bare word fbr this ; fpr if you will plje^Jfe 
to take the trouble, to look ififo^ Johnibn'* 
Pidionary, you wijl there find, ths^t dsmon dc-. 
potes a/pirUi ^nd as he farther* obfefvea, geQerall$r 
an evil one, Now, 1 fuppofe, you need fipt ket. • 
told that a/piril. is am ipvnatcrial being, and con- 
fequently canjjQt j^e drpwned, or fufFocated in war: 
teu I have indeed heard my gyandrmpther, andt: 
Pth^r old women, talk of drowning witches j bitff 
never io aU my life before, did I ever hear, or re^- 
of drowning the devil. That great difcpyery,, w^as: 
undoubtedly refcrved for you,^ Sir, and which may 

fome centuries after in the primidve churA*, there wa« an aflo- 
l^tfhing naiQber of tl^em ; fo^that tl^Loy werealmoft as numerous 
^s the beggars in our. ibeets at prefent ; though I verily be«^ 
lieve^ that many of them greatly: r^einhle4 fuch of ours as. g(» 
^bou; with pretended di(ea£s$^ in order tp obtain a livelihood 
^ idlqnefs^ rather than by honeft indufl^. However^ thanks 
be to Godi and the prevalence of reafon, and common fenfe* 
y«e.Have. not for fome centuries been troubled mtk them ;' 
except how and then a Cock-lane ghoft, ovuXattan taybfri buc 
then, the demons are not fuiFered tp enter into fwine. No f 
No ! the exorcifing mimfters love pork, and know the Value of 
a tithe pig too well, to fufier it to be thus wantonly defb-oyed. 

* iV^'c^'i^P Tt^otjcn obferves, that the particular gift of cafting out 
devils, continued the longeft ; for vrhich he gWes a curious reafon. Sermt 
foU lii* vol. 3» page 4S8^ Edit. 1735. 

juftly 
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juftly be reckoned the.greateft, and mod wonder- 

fill difcovery rfthis, or ariy other age. 

As to what Mr, Swain obferves, page 67, 
^ Would pur author have us rejed the miracles 
*^ of Mofes, becaufe they were the occafion of 
*^ much k)fs and damage to the Egyptians ?" 
icarcely deferves notice, were it not to expofe its 
abfurdity> and at the fame time fhow, what a mife- 
rable fubterfuge he is obliged to have recourfe to, 
in order to evade the force of my objeftion. 
For every one the leaft converfant in Scripture 
knows, that the loss and damage fuftained by 
the Egyptians, was a juft punifhment upon them, 
firft, for their ill ufage of, and cruelty to the 
Ifraelites, by the hard labour they forced them to 
undergo, and die drowning, and othcrwife de- 
ftroying their, infants. And, fecond, for their re- 
peated difobedience to God*s word, and their ob- 
ftinacy in refiifiqg to let them go, according to 
God's command by Moles. But^ ;his can by no 
means be faid to be the cafe of the Iwine, or as I 
can find, the owners thereof. 

As I have already exceeded the limits allotted to 
this Letter, I muft poftpone the confideration of 
your examination of my 5 th, and 7th, objeftions to 
another opportunity. 

J am, Sir, 

Your's, &c. 

D. LEVI. 
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LETTER TO Mr* SWAIN. 

REV. SIR, . 

I Have read yotir txan^nation ofifiy objedlionsi 
&c* And in anfwer thereto, muft inform youi 
that you will find feveral of the arguments con- 
tained in the faid cxaminationj noticed in my Let- 
ters to Dr. Prieftley, &c. in the preceding part q€ 
this pamphlet. As to that pSirt which cdhlairt^ the 
prophecies, it will be duly confidered in my Dif- 
fertation on the Prophecies; fo that I fhall ^t 
prefent confine myfelf to your queftions, page 8 j 
viz. ift. "Whether the doftrine of the Trinity 
" has any foundation in the Old Teftalnent." 
2dly, " Whether it is inconfiftent with the Unity 
" of the Divine Nature." 

As to the firft queftion, it muft be remembered^ 
that in my Anfwer to Dr. Pricftley's firft Letters to 
the Jews, I have ftiewn, that the Old TcftamenC 
alwayd inculcates a perfect Unityy as nrtay be per- 
ceived firom the paflages there quoted, befides a 
number of others. But, as you have obferved, 
page 1 1, that ** Several paflages occur in the Old 
" Teftamem, in which Acf plural trntber i6 ufcd, 
«• dldugh God alone is fpoken of." I think it 
proper toixf \ few words ift: aniwcf thereto. In 
the firflt place, if you were at all acqvainteci with 

the 
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the facred language, you would have knowDi iflr, 
that the verb is fornedmes in the fmgular*^ and the 
nominative in the plural v and fometinics the verb 
in the plural^ and the ncminative in the Jingtdar^ 
Somtftinnes the verb is in thcfemtmne, and theyi^^- 
ftantive in the mafculine* id. An adjeSlive fmgu^ 
ldr-\i is Ibmetimes joined to z Jubftantilje pkrah 
befidcs a numbet* of others of the like import, that 
are peculiar to the Hebrew, hnd had you been 
acquainted with it, yDU would not then have writ- 
ten in the manner you have, page ii- for you there 
lay, *' Would it not, moreover, have been an im* 
*« propriety in the language of Mofes, in books^ 
*' and ifl a revelation intended to eftablifii the 
** unity of the Godhead ih oppofition to idolatry, 
*^ or a plurality of gods, to make ufe of fuch ex- 
*' JJrefTions in fpcaking of the Creator of all things, 
*' as imply more than one, if there were no foun- 
^ dation for fuch expreflions ?" Now I think, | 
have Ihewn by the foregoing rules, that the lan- 
guage of Mofes does not countenance or imply 
the exiftence of arty more than one. And if fomc 
one that is intircly ignorant of the Iaiigilage,in which 
Mofes wrote, fhould fancy to take it into his head 
to draw fuch Conclufioiis from it ; is Mofes to be 
blamed for it, any more than a tnan is for plajit- 
ing a tree, becaufe fome madman was pleafed to 
hang himfelf on it ? I know there arc feveral, 
who, in order to eftabliflx the do^ine of the Tri- 



• See the Syntax, in Liagui Sacra, chap, xv, foft. ift» 
page 36^ ^ IbW. 

T nity 



hity 'from the 6ld f eftanrtent, obferVe that oVt^ 
is a plural noun ; but in Lingua Sacra^ radix ^7^^ 
\ liave fticwn what is the true fenfe of it. How- 
ever, if I ihould for argument's fake allow, than 
diis noun, or your Verb, (Gen. i. 2^.) implies a 
pltlrality, the do<?trine of the Trinity, would by 
ho means be eftabiifhed thereby : for what proof 
can you, or any other produce, that z. plurality de- 
notes a trinity i and no more ? I may as well (ay, 
that it implies two^ two hundred^ two tboujandf and 
fo on ad infinitum : fo that to eftablifli a plurality^ 
is in truth, eftablifhing Polytheism- 

But as you, obferve, page 18, " There arc 
*^^ many places in the Old Teftament, in which » 
'*' peribn is Spoken of^ to whom the honours^ 
" works, worflhiip, and titles of God are afcribed^ 
"*' yet in a manner,, that implies a diftindion^ or 
5* fome kind of difference," I Ihall take notice 
of a few of them, the limits of this letter not ad- 
mitting of the whole 5 neither do I think it neccf- 
^aiy ; fer as th^y are all built on the fame miftaken 
*.jprinciplcs, the confutinjg of ohe, is confiitieg qi 

':zXi./: ^. ' ■■■■- ^ . . ."'•; ■ 

6en. xxi, 17. " And God heard the voice of 
" the la^l j:and the angel of God called to Hagar 
" out of heaven, and faid imto her,- WJutt^ailcdi 
"^'^ thee, ft[agar ? Fear iiot>; ifor God hadi heard the 
*^ voice of the lad where he is, Arife, lift up the 
<' lad, and hold him in thine hand, for I will make 
" him agreat natioa/' Oh this ;paflkgtr you *ob^ 
fcrve. Ibid. ** God and the Jngel of 'God 4fe 

^* ipoken 
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'^ fpqken of 4s diftiQgijiliied, and y^t the authority 
'*^ anci power is afcribed to the ang;cl — /, lays th? 
^ angel, willmah him a ^reat natiofi. Two in name* 
^ but one in power and authority." So this, ^iir, 
js the proo^ that the angel is God, and Qod is 
fhe angel ; two in namcj but one in power : this 
is a curious difcovery, and whidh I never hear^ of 
|)efore. For though angels ai-e fometimes in .a- 
figurative fenfe caUed WPM, y^, do we never 
fipd in any part of the Old Teftamcnt, that God 
is called 1^*^0 ^ffgeL The reafon is obvious i for 
as ^^D (derived' from the radix ^^^/) in its pri* 
mary fenfe, deaptes ^r mejf^ger'^: the angels are fo 
called, becaufe they ^re fent on meflages by God, 
And this was the cafe here i for it firft fays, jin4 
God heard the voice of the lad-, it does not fay, the 
angel heard the voice of the lad, but God, and 
theij we find that the angel (or mof^ properly th? 
meiTenger) of God called to Ha^ar out of heaven* 
And thus he contin^ues fpeaking in the qKaradler 
of a mcflenger : for he fays. Fear not i for God 
hath heard the voice of the lad, ii^here he is. And 
therefore, when he fays, fori will make him agnqf 
nation^ it is evident, that he was fpeakins; in 

' ^ .And thus is *)N^D properly tranfiated in Hagg. i. 13. and 
route derived from the iam^ w>ti 4 iveflage. << Then 
^jpoke fbjQgai the (jOad's tne/f^nfer in the Lord's nuj^gi onto 
thepeople^ fayip^, 1 am with you faith the Lord/* This is 
juft as the aijigel (aid to Abraham^ in your fecond example, on 
which you preteitd to lay ib much ilrdt ; but' which I fhall 
flww^to be nugatory. 

T 2 God'« 
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God's name : for thus God himfelf (aid to Abra^^ 
ham, verfe 13, ''And alfo of the fon of the bond^ 
" woman will / mal^e a nation." And in thp 
fanie manner does the angel exprcfs himfelf in 
^6i|r fecond example, Jbid. xxii. 15. The angel of ^ 
-the Lord called unto Abraham the Jecond time^ arid 
Jaid^ by myjelf I have Jwom^ Jaith the Lord. Ox\ 
this paffage you obfprve, " To t}ie Lord, an4 
f' tl^e ANGEL OF THE Lqrd^ thus diftinguiflied by 
f* name, is the fam? power and authority again 
^f attributed." But, is it poffibfle that a minifter 
of the Gofpel fjiould thus attempt to pervert the 
^rue fenfe of Scripture, in fo bare-faced a manner ? 
For what power an4 authority, I muft aflc you, 
is here attributed to the angel^ any more than to 
f common meflenger ? " By myself I have 
^* SWORN,' faith the Lord." Hence it is manifeft, 
that the angel did not fwear, but only told Abra^ 
ham, that fhe Lord had fworn by himfelf. And 
which, I fhink, makes intircly againft your hy- 
pothefis i for the angel does not fay by ourf elves hanie 
we fworn i but that the Lord faid, that he haa 
fworn by himfelf Hence it is manifeft, from the 
«xprefs words of the angel, no power or authority 
13 attributed to him, but, on tjie conp-ary, is fim- 
ply confidered as a meiTenger of Jehovah : and I 
infift upon it, that whoever attempts to draw a 
conclufion from thence, that 0ie fame power and 
authority i^ (herein attributed to the Lord, and 
the ang^ of the Lord, fhews either a weak hc^ 
pf a |>ad heart:. 

The 
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The fame objeftion lies againft your other ex- 
anrjplcsj confeque^tly, it would be fpending of 
time to no purpofc to go oyer themj but in doing 
which^ my folly in combating them, might appear 
as confpicuQus, as yours in urging of diem. How- 
ever, I can by no means avoid taking notice of 
one fnore, which feems fp be your fhieet anchor^ ' 
in order to expofe the jgroflhefs of its abfurdity, 
jmd the bare-faced mifapplication pf the true fenfc 
of Scripture, which your conclufions from thence 
contain. This, perhaps, you will fay, is harfli 
language ; but delperate diforders muft have def- 
perate remedies ; and this is no mpan cafe, it is 
the honour of Jehovah, whofe ijame hath been 
profaned among the nations j it is my zpal for the 
Lord of hofts, that obliges me to make ufe of 
ftrong language. 

You obferve, (page 20,) «* If it (hould be faid, 
** that God, Lord, and the angel of God, arc 
f* in every refpeft fynonimous, and that no dif- 
** ference of perfonality can be fairly coUefted from 
f^ thence, let Exod. xxiii. 20. 23, xxxii. 34. xxxiiL 
f^ '14. be confulted.*' Surely, Sir, you muft have 
confidered your rea<jers as no better than heads of 
onions, when you wrote this: for what perfon pof- 
fefled of common fcnfe is there, that does not 
know, Gody Lordy and the angel of God, are mi ini 
^very refpeft fynonimous? aiid that there is a 
diflfercnce of perfonality ? Nay, fo great a dif- 
jlcrerice that God denotes the Creator, and 

ANGEL 
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ANGEL OF GpD, A CREATURE, the WOfk of blS 

bands, and his fervant, and meffcnger. 

I (hall examine what you fay concerning the 
examples. You fay, (page 20,) " In the firft of 
«« thefe pflages, (Exod. xxiii. 20, &c.) the Lpr4 
*' fays. Behold, I fend an angel before thee, to 
•• keep thee in the way — beware of him, and obey 
« his voice, provoke him not; for hf will not 
** pardon your tranlgreffions j for n^y name is . in 
" him. But if thou wilt indeed obey his voice, 
*' and do all that I Ipeak, then I will be an cne* 
** my to thine enemies, and an adverfary to thioe 
** adverfarics. For mine angel fliall go befor^ 
" thee, and bring thee irv'* On this long qqcv- 
cation, you make the following curious ob^rv^r 
tion. " What can any ow m.ake of this pa00g<s ? 
" — Here are evidently two mentioned, one. thitt 
" fends, wd ^he otK^r that is fent 5 the latter cal- 
'' led an^elj the angel of God} viine ^ngely itxflp\iSi^ 
" tically fo (tiled, and concerning whoiri it is $ie-- 
" clared my name is in bimJ* Now, Sir^i give me 
leave, in my turn, to afk. What can any Qnft 
make of this paffage ? Why, not;hing more t{uq) 
4hat God tells Mc^es and the people, that h^ 
will fend his angel before him, to jkeep hijpgi in 
the way> &c. And therefore God commands thmi 
to obey his voice, and not prpvoke him : andjor 
which he immediately gives the realons,yj?r he wiU 
not pardon your tranjgr^wns j i. e, it is not in tu9 
power to pardon, becaufc he is but a fervant : jbut 

then 



then, my name h in him ; that is, whatevei: he fays 
unto you, yo\jmuft be obedient to j bccaufe my 
iHyname uinbim\ i.e. what he fays, is in mt 
KAM^E, by my particular order and command. 
And as a demonftration of the truth of this expla- 
ila'tion, God fays farther, But if thou wilt indeed 
Aey bis voicBi and da all that I /peaky not all that he 
jjpeaks, but all that \ fpcak, for he only fpeaks in 
ilfiy Asune^ then will \ be an enemy to t'Bfne enemies, &c; 
Vkttt God lays again, / will be an eneniy, &c. 
Aiid thus he expreflei himfclf at the end of vcrfc 
13, andlwUl cut thm off. Hence it is alfo ma-^ 
nifeft, that in this paflkge God took the moft ef- 
fe6hial care to guard them againft idolatry : for he 
informed them, that the meflcnger fent, had not 
power to pardon their tran%reflions> nor to re- 
ward their obedience \ and therefore, they were to 
confider him rh no other light, than his angel, (or 
meffengeTy) and hence we may alfo perceive the 
ihie propriety of the fubfequent verfe, where God, 
Wartis them -from bowing down to the gods of the 
Canaanites^ &9. As to the ^^reffion mine angel^ 
1 think it is eletr, that no dther 4fifex)ence <raa be 
•drawn from it> than that the angd was fo cafled, 
the fame as all other, creatures are (Jailed God*s 
creatures, becaufe di^ are ^ created by hinii 
and when fent^n aimeiOEigc by hikn, arc called his 
meffengers. Suppofe now, Mr. Swain was to tetl 
a perfon, whom he wanted to direft to a certain 
place, '' I will fend my Jervant to fliew you the 
^*y W — T^*' aJ^jd that perfon was to infer from 

thence. 
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thencci that Mr. Swam^ and the fervant fpoken of', 
to be rent> was one and the fame perfon. I am 
• fully perfuaded that, Mr. Swain would look on tha£ 
perfbn to be either a fool^ or a madman. From 
all which it is demonftrable, that the paflages 
afore cited do not countenance the fuppofition of 
a plurality of perfons in the Godhead*. And I 
am confident that whoever holds fuch plurality^ 
violates the fecond great commandment^ Thou- 

SHALT HAVE NO OTHBR GODS BEFORE MB. Hav- 
ing already exceeded the propofed limits of this 
Letter, I muit poftpone the confideration of your 
fecond queftion to another opportunity 5 and fub-^ 
iicribe myfelfi 

Sir, 

Your moft obedient humble fcrvant> 

D. LEVI. 

* According to your lilode of mfonxng^ when MoTet ipeaks 
id the perfon of God» and fays, I did, or will do fo and fo, &c. 
or ye fhall k^ my ftatutes, &c. we are to infer from thence 
a plurality of p^rfons^ in the Godhead. This, I donbt not» you 
would be the firft to explode for its abfilrdiqr 1 but I ihaft tell 
you plainly, that the abfurdity of thb ftiheme, is not greater 
than that of yonrs : and therefore, if yon cannot produce 
better arguments in fupport of the doftrine of the Trinity 
Aaif you haire done ; I cannot help itmsrking, that yon Vave 
then done moft real injury to it# than its moft bitter cneau^ 
could do. 
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A 

LETTER T0 ANTI-SdCINUS, 

ALIAS 

ANSELM BAYLY. 

DREAD SIR, 

VI7ITH .the utmoft fubmiflTivenefs, I prefume 
to addrefs a few lines to you, concerning 
your; Remarks on my Letters to DnPrieftley: 
but which, I fmcerely hope, will not be the caufe 
of aroufing'you from a ftate of calmnefs, ferenity, 
and pleafing felf-meditation, to a ftate of rejenti-- 
mentSy reproofs, documents, refrelhing breezes, 
animation, light and fire*. At any rate, it fhall 
not be my fault, as I Ihall ftudioufly avoid faying 
any thing, that may induce you to put that dreadful 
threat, contained in the following paragraph, into 
execution. O! that dreadful fentence! I know 
not how to tranfcribe itj the bare mention of it, 
has thrown me into a trennioill', fo that my hand 
can fcarcely do its office j I wifh it wa$ once well 
over: however, I will fummon up all my ftrength 
and try. "I would not (page 53,) have ufed 
** fharpnefs towards you, for the love I bear 
« you." This is kind : it is balm: it is comfort 
to my fpirits : but alas ! the cup is foon dafhed 
from my lips, by what follows. " Had you not, 

• Remarks on Mr. Levi'* fecond LeUer> page 49. 
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^iifed audacioufnefs and contempt towards my 
*' Lord and Mafter, whom and whofe caufe I 
" regard more than property, honours, and life 
^^ itfelf. I hope you will afk his pardon, or at 
*' leaft, evermore be filent before him — on thefe 
5* conditions only, I remain your friend, firmer 
" than ever : but if you offer again to touch hi$ 
** NAME, WORD, and CHARACTER, with profanc 
^' lips and profanc hands, I will tear you to pieces, 
^^ you and your Sacra Lingua* ** 

Ah ! wo is me, alas ! for the day that I was 
born ! How fhall I efcape this dreadful fentencc ? 
For dread Sir, I am afraid, I muft plead guilty : 
for that. " crafty, naked, fly ferpent of oldf," as 
you; are pleafed to call him, has again beguiled 
me, and drawn me in to do, what you had fo 
ftridly forbidden m^ doing, by his fecond Let- 
ters to the Jews^ in which he has arraigned my 
want of candour, &c. This, induced thefe pro-** 
fane hands of mine, to pen an anfwer thereto; and 
which I much fear, has undone me. But what 
is worfe, as I apprehend, is, that feveral good 
and zealous Chriftians, have been acceflary, in 
aiding, aflifting, and abetting mp thereto, by 
commenting and remarking on thofe Letters of 
mine to Dr. Prieftley. Whether you will be 

* It is to be fuppofed, that paflion had almoft choaked and 
blinded poor Anti-Socinus ; fo that inftead of faying properly, 
^ingua Sacra, he wrote. Sacra Lbgoa. Or perhaps, like 
the witches, who fay their prayers backwards. 

t Dr. Prieftley. 
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pkafed eo account (henri, as acceflari^s hefbi^ «^ 
after the fafti and ip either cafe> admit: rAe as af| 
evidence againft ;hem, by which: ipeans^ 1 and 
my dqMT Lingua Sacra, niay efcap? the fo-much 
dreaded fentence, refts in yoiir awguft breaft, to 
m^hofe clemency I now fubmit. But, dread Sif^ if 
you fhould no? be plcafed to exercife that ckmcn- 
<y> (which heaven avert) by granting the ren^fiion 
of my punifhment for this crime. What will dien 
become of me ? But why do I talk dms ? It \%^ no| 
my own fate I deplore j it i;5 not for xtt]id£ I 
feel ; it is for my darling child^ wlio I find is t4 
be involved in tha guilt qf its parent ; it is thor0 
i am wounded; there I feel the pangs of a parent. 
As for me, you may d^ken my tbiy ligjhtSy (pa^ 
5D>) tear me to pieces wviii your nijils and teeth j 
hut fpare, O fpare ! my poor offspringi my dear 
Lingua Sacra : it is for the fate of that darling[ 
f>f my foul, in whom al| my joy;^ are tceafurcd 
tip, that my heart biqsds I A3 you a^e a parent* 
yourlelf; I am /ure you muft be ien£ble what a 
fend parent mufi: f<^ j[hr a darling child^ on ftacli 
an occafion. Da bufC afliere me, that the d^ 
innocent fhang (hall be fafe^ and i will chearfii% 
febnut to yoi^r decifion without a murmtrt JSut| 
dread Sir^ wherein coqld that deoi child of oiine: 
have offended you ? I hoge, it is pot meant to 
carry your refcntment fo &r, j|s to puniffi the in- 
nocent babe^ bccaufej; it^ Iktiicr hath bep naughty 

* An author. 

if 



^ h has been fivlr;y, give^it dw, and wholefome 
correction, (for I know dut thou canft we}l weild 
(he birchen rod^i) but 4o not put it toji videni 
jfdcath, 

Buty m($thinks I hear you fay> is it not ^ually 
fis wicked and profile, as its guilty father? For 
Ja the firft place, does it not clearly prove, that 
'ffobim is mf a plural appellative. Second, does it 
pot likewifc prove that noby does not denote a vir- 
gin, but a young woman; befides feveral other pro-, 
fanfc fubjpfts of the fame nature, and import, as the 
fceptre departing from Jud^h, &c, &c. And dare 
you now have the eflfrontery to aflc me wherein it 
hath offended?- I tell thee/that both you, and your 
de^;efl:ed offspring^ fhaU feel the utmoft vengeance 
pf my fury, if I once get you within my clutches. 
You, your wicked brat, and Dr. Prieftley, that 
ierpent of old, that firft drew you in to make fcho- 
Jaftic diftinftions of the fecond perfon in the 
Trinity, fhall beferved^as Calvin caufed Michael 
Servetus to be ferved, as I have mentioned in my 
preface: in plain Englifh, ye ihall all be burnt. 
This, Sir, is a dreadful fentence indeed! To be 
burnt alive, is moftfliocking to the mind! And 
is there no way to efcape the frightful fentence ? 
Is there no friend to intercede? No kind hand to 
lend its aid? No advocate or counfel, to plead in 
j:)ehalf of me and mine ? Alas ! what Ihall I do ? 
J^tt me paufe, and confider. Ha! a fuddeo 
jthought has ftruck my mind! relief is near at 

^ Vide, Momhly Kcnew, for Fcbriiar}', 178S. 

hand; 
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hand: fbrely my guardian ahgd inlpired mc with it. 
It is this, I at once appeal from you, and your fen* 
tcnce. And diis I am warranted to do by all laws, 
both human and divine; For none allow a perlbn 
Co,be bpth accufer and judge in his own caufe ? I 
xiow appeal to the tribunal of the impartial and 
candid public, whcrp I am furc to meet with jus- 
tice i^ for thanks be to God^ and the civil power of 
thefe realms, W(5 are not as in Spain and Portugal, 
where malicious and fpiteflil priefts, may burn the 
loyal fubjefts of the ftate like faggots. No, Sir, 
lince the reformation, apd glorious revolution, thefe 
abominable and horrid perfecutions have ceafed in 
this country. And that they may ceafe in every 
other, and univerfal love, benevolence, and unani- 
mity take place of them, is the fincerc, and moft 
ardent wifh of my foul. Amen. 

As you are no longer my judge, it is lawful 
for me, in my turn, to becornc your accufer. 
This, Doftor, is a fair retaliation : and retaliation, 
you know, is one of the precepts of the Mofaical 
difpenfation: for the perpetuity of which! con- 
tend. But to the point. In your remarks on my 
Introduftory Letter to Dr. Prieftley, (page 17,) 
you quote my words (from page 4,) thus : *' You 
^ here invited our nation to an amicable difcuflion 
•* of the evidences of Chriftianity." On this 
you remark, " Here, Mr. Sincere Inquirer after 
*^ Truth, you fib again. It doth not appear that 
" Dr. Prieftley, in his Letters, invites the Jews to 
** any difcuflion of the evidences of Chriftianity, 

" but 



